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Major Field: BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 
 
Abstract:  Salespeople produce significant value for organizations.  The ability to identify 
or hire a salesperson with the capacity for higher than average performance is therefore 
important to sales managers and business owners.  The extant literature has identified two 
personality traits that contribute to success as a salesperson: Conscientiousness and 
Extraversion.  However, the recent emergence of new personality-related constructs of 
Honesty-Humility, grit, and psychological capital provide new opportunities to model job 
performance in a sales environment.  The present study analyzed a complex model built 
with these constructs and found that Extraversion, fully mediated by psychological 
capital, drives performance.  The study provides new insight into grit and psychological 
capital along with suggested new research opportunities.  
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CHAPTER I 
 
 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
 
 
A few years ago, I had the opportunity to sit down with one of the insurance 
brokerage industry’s most successful “producers” (the industry’s term for salespeople).  He 
had generated millions of dollars in commissions for years, had been labeled a “power 
broker” by industry journals, and managed one of the most successful regional offices for a 
national brokerage firm.  We had become friends over the years as my business supported 
his successful sales efforts with actuarial services and analytical software.  As an 
entrepreneur, I was interested in understanding what he considered the leading challenge 
facing the insurance brokerage industry.  Perhaps they needed a new analytical software 
tool, or a new consulting service that my business could provide.  I posed the question and 
he paused to think.  Then he replied, “If you can figure out how to identify who will 
succeed as a salesperson, then you will have solved the biggest challenge this industry 
faces.” 
That was not the answer I expected, but it led me on a journey to understand the 
factors that contribute to sales performance.  As a result, I have become fascinated with the 
academic conversation on the relationship between personality and job performance, and 
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especially with the emerging concepts of grit, psychological capital (or PsyCap), and the 
personality model known as HEXACO.  These theories and measures offer new ways to 
understand job performance in a sales environment. 
In this study, I first discuss sales performance and how it is defined and 
operationalized for the present study.  Next, I review the development of two personality 
models composed of the “Big Five” personality dimensions, along with the HEXACO 
personality inventory, which consists of six personality dimensions.  These models have 
been widely accepted as assessing human personality in a comprehensive and non-
overlapping way (Digman, 1990, p. 418).  I pay particular attention to three of the six 
factors in HEXACO (Conscientiousness, Extraversion, and Honesty-Humility) that show 
the strongest evidence of correlation with job performance while controlling for the 
remaining factors (Emotionality, Agreeableness, and Openness to Experience).  Next, I 
introduce the concept of grit, typically defined as “perseverance and passion for long term 
goals” (Duckworth, Peterson, Mathews, & Kelly, 2007, p. 1087) and I discuss both 
research and theories on the relationship between grit and sales performance. In the present 
study, I introduce and validate a scale to measure a variant of this broad, general, non-
cognitive trait called “grit at work” or Grit@Work, a contextually focused expression of the 
broader grit construct and a mediating variable.  In the theoretical model I present, grit is 
positioned as a distal predictor of sales performance along with the HEXACO personality 
traits.  Grit@Work is positioned as a mediator with PsyCap because it captures a 
psychological trait absent from PsyCap and therefore explains additional variance in sales 
performance above and beyond PsyCap.  
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Finally, I propose PsyCap; a composite construct consisting of hope, self-efficacy, 
resiliency, and optimism; as a mediating motivational framework between personality and 
job performance. 
The results of this study will provide interesting and valuable new insights into the 
performance of salespeople while also supporting potential improvement in the 
measurement and prediction of job performance. 
Need for the Study 
Finding and keeping good salespeople is one of the most challenging tasks for sales 
organizations (Wren, Berkowitz, & Grant, 2014, p. 107). In fact, practitioner-oriented 
journals within the insurance industry bemoan the decades-long struggle to identify and 
hire successful salespeople.  It is estimated that 60% of insurance agencies never hire a 
single successful producer (Insurance Journal, 2014).  A staggering 70% of new hires do 
not make it through their first contract year, and about 85% fail within the first three years 
(Weinberg, 2002, p. 126).   
The ability of personality models to identify and predict sales performance has been 
amply documented (Sitser, Van der Linden, & Born, 2013, p. 139), but much variance in 
performance remains to be explained (Sitser et al., p. 127).  In addition, given the 
significant challenge of hiring and retaining salespeople, little effort has been given to 
identify the characteristics that distinguish the most successful 20% from the rest of the 
sales staff.   
Across all job classifications within the insurance industry (including both personal 
and commercial lines of insurance coverage) the annual turnover rate is 20% (Marsh Berry 
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2013). The insurance industry’s turnover rate creates costs associated with additional 
training, candidate searches, and lost sales.  Some estimate those costs to be as high as 
250% of the first year’s salary for each salesperson that leaves an organization (Cascio, 
2013, p. 57). Unfortunately, this significant challenge has remained constant over the past 
few decades and many organizations have taken a “hire and see what happens” approach to 
staffing sales positions. 
Since the acceptance of the Big Five personality model, research has demonstrated 
that salespeople’s personality can be measured and their performance can be predicted by 
two traits within the model: Extraversion and Conscientiousness (Vinchur, Schippmann, 
Switzer, & Roth, 1998, p. 591).  However, only a small percentage of the variance in 
performance can be explained using the models developed in past research.  With the more 
recent emergence of the Honesty-Humility factor, this trait’s connection with performance 
should be evaluated along with Conscientiousness and Extraversion.   
Beyond the multiple-factor personality models, new research on the concept of grit 
(Duckworth et al., 2007) has identified a potentially useful personality trait.  Through the 
use of a scale, developed and validated to measure grit, Duckworth et al. (2007, p. 1090) 
was able to identify this trait, measure it in a population, and correlate it with performance 
levels in different circumstances.  Grit is defined as perseverance and passion for long-term 
goals (Duckworth et al., 2007, p. 1087).  Grit is not captured by PsyCap and provides an 
interesting incremental opportunity to explain additional variance in sales performance. 
Grit has been shown to predict success in various difficult environments including 
the U.S. Military Academy and the National Spelling Bee.  Interestingly, grit was a better 
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predictor of success during the first-year summer transition period at West Point than the 
model utilized by the U.S. Army, which included several validated parameters 
(standardized test scores, class rank, and physical aptitude) (Duckworth et al., 2007, p. 
1094).  In later research, grit was shown to predict retention among salespeople in a very 
difficult sales environment (Eskreis-Winkler, Shulman, Beal, & Duckworth, 2014, p. 2).  
However, grit has not been utilized as a construct in a model to explain job performance 
variance within a sales environment.  A contextually-focused scale to measure Grit@Work 
is also incorporated into the present study to differentiate the broad measure of grit from its 
application to the work environment.   
PsyCap, defined as “individual motivational propensities that accrue through 
positive psychological constructs such as efficacy, optimism, hope, and resilience 
(Luthans, Avolio, Avey, & Norman, 2007, p. 542), is a relatively new construct on which 
limited research related to sales performance has been conducted. Because of the unique 
psychological challenges of a sales environment, with its constant doses of rejection and 
the need to find hope and optimism through long sales cycles, PsyCap may explain 
significant variances in job performance.  The present study will examine whether PsyCap 
predicts job performance in a sales environment. 
In conclusion, the success of most businesses depends heavily on hiring effective 
salespeople.  The ability to explain variance in job performance and identify potential top 
performers based on the present study’s proposed theoretical model; which combines the 
latest research on personality (HEXACO), grit, Grit@Work, and PsyCap; could help 
organizations improve financial results. 
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Theoretical Framework 
In a meta-analytic review of predictors of job performance among salespeople 
(Vinchur et al., 1998, p. 591), Extraversion and Conscientiousness were found to be the 
only two dimensions of the Big Five that significantly predicted performance.  
Extraversion predicted performance ratings with a validity coefficient of .18 and sales 
measures with a validity coefficient of .22.  Conscientiousness predicted ratings and sales 
with validity coefficients of .21 and .31, respectively (Vinchur et al., 1998, p. 591).  In 
addition, the Handbook of Psychology summarizes many of the meta-analyses of 
criterion-related validity of personality variables in predicting work-related results 
(Weiner & Schmitt, 2012, p. 215).  These tables confirm that Emotional Stability, 
Agreeableness, and Openness to Experience do not predict sales effectiveness (Weiner & 
Schmitt, 2012, pp. 216-229).  However, in the present study, these factors will be 
measured and controlled for. 
The theories that help to explain why Conscientiousness and Extraversion 
correlate with salespeople’s performance make intuitive sense and correspond to the real-
life observations of experienced sales trainers (Greenberg, Weinstein & Sweeney, 2001, 
p. 9). Theoretically, conscientious sales people are motivated to be customer-oriented and 
to meet consumers’ needs.  Sales trainers generally describe this trait as desirable and 
characteristic of successful salespeople.  Theoretically, Extraversion supports the 
motivation and energy to engage clients, build relationships, and maintain social contact 
(Larson & Ketelaar, 1991; Wilson, 1981).  Extraversion has been shown to be positively 
associated with performance in emotional regulation tasks that require enthusiasm (Bono 
& Vey, 2007, p. 186).  Extraversion has also been correlated with improved ability to 
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decode facial expressions and thus respond more appropriately in social situations (Li, 
Tian, Fang, Xu, & Liu, 2010, p. 297).   
The newly added sixth personality factor, Honesty-Humility, does not have an 
intuitively obvious relationship with job performance.  This factor, when low, represents 
someone who flatters others, bends the rules, wants expensive possessions, and tends to 
feel entitled to status and privilege (Lee & Ashton, 2013).  When high, it indicates a 
person who does not manipulate others, is fair in interpersonal dealings, is not enamored 
with the trappings of wealth, and does not consider himself or herself superior to others.  
A person who measures high in this trait may resist trying to influence the buyer through 
anything that might resemble manipulation or slight modifications of the truth.  This 
tendency could lower sales performance.  In contrast, those who measure low in this trait 
may not be well liked due to their pompous and manipulative ways and their tendency to 
flaunt wealth in an “I’m superior to you” manner.   
Honesty-Humility, however, is not considered in isolation. According to Lee and 
Ashton (2013, p. 61), “Conscientiousness can mitigate the effects of a low level of 
Honesty-Humility.”  On the other hand, someone low in Honesty-Humility but high in 
Extraversion will appear dominant and manipulative.  This particular variant of 
Extraverts are comfortable in groups and meeting new people. They see themselves as 
having the right to dominate and deceive others, and they are very good at doing this.  
Therefore it is difficult to determine exactly how Honesty-Humility will interact with the 
proven performance predicting traits of Extraversion and Conscientiousness, but the 
present study will determine if there is a significant incremental variance explanation in 
the model from Honesty-Humility.  
 7 
Research does exist showing incremental predictive power of Honesty-Humility.  
Johnson, Rowatt, and Petrini (2011), in a study of 269 employees, found that the addition 
of Honesty-Humility to a model including the Big Five personality traits increased the 
explained variance (R2) of job performance from 0.06 to 0.08.  This means Honesty-
Humility explained 2% of additional variance.  While these numbers may seem small, 
they point to  Honesty-Humility’s potential as a new and significant predictor of job 
performance in a sales environment. 
It must be stressed that despite theories that connect certain personality traits to 
sales performance, much variance in performance remains unexplained.  This 
considerable unexplained variance suggests the role of other personality traits and 
motivational factors beyond those previously identified.  It is clear that in order to 
succeed in sales, one must be able to endure frequent rejection and maintain a high level 
of perseverance toward long-term goals.  Rapaille (2005, p. 43) has called such 
personalities “happy losers.”  The nature of this personality trait fits nicely with the 
theory of grit (Duckworth et al., 2007).   
In the present study, grit and its contextually focused variant Grit@Work, which 
recognizes the dynamics of the work setting in which grit may be applied (Veroff, 1983, 
p. 331), are presented as additional personality traits that may contribute to job 
performance.  Grit is positioned in the theoretical model beside the HEXACO factors as 
an antecedent to the mediators Grit@Work and PsyCap.  Grit@Work is positioned as a 
mediator beside PsyCap because it is a construct that sits outside of the theoretical 
definition of PsyCap and captures incremental variance in job performance not mediated 
by PsyCap.  
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Theoretically, salespeople with a higher level of grit persevere longer and with a 
higher level of motivation, behaving like Rapaille’s happy losers.  Grit entails working 
strenuously to overcome challenges and maintaining effort and interest over years despite 
failure, adversity, and plateaus in progress (Duckworth et al., 2007, p. 1088).  In a more 
recent paper (Von Culin, Tsukayama, & Duckworth, 2014, p. 2), it is proposed that grit, 
which measures the two facets of perseverance and consistency over time, works through 
a motivational framework (Peterson, Park, & Seligman, 2005, p. 170) to support the 
pursuit of happiness.  Gritty individuals don’t give up easily and enjoy long-term 
engagement and pursuit of their goals. 
In addition to Grit@Work, another motivational mediating framework utilized in 
the present study is positive psychological capital or PsyCap.  “PsyCap reflects an 
underlying core agentic capacity that relates to adaptation and change, due to its positive 
influence on how individuals construct their experiences and consider alternatives when 
faced with a problem” (Combs, Luthans, & Griffith, 2009, p. 78).  PsyCap was correlated 
with both desirable work attitudes and behaviors in one study (Avey, Reichard, Luthans, 
& Mhatre, 2011).  Limited research has been conducted concerning PsyCap in a sales 
environment, but people working in such an environment would seem to benefit from a 
high level of PsyCap.  Employees with higher levels of PsyCap have been shown to 
“weather the storm” (Luthans, Avolio, Avey, & Norman, 2007, p. 568) associated with 
challenging work environments better than those with low PsyCap.  For this reason it is 
worthwhile to investigate this composite construct in the difficult and high-turnover 
environment associated with sales positions. 
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To summarize the theoretical framework, it is proposed that gritty, conscientious 
extraverts (probably with a high level of Honesty-Humility) have the psychological 
energy to meet the many demands of the sales process, satisfy customer needs, and 
persevere toward the long-term goal of building a significant clientele that generates 
above-average revenue for the firm.  Due to a high level of Grit@Work and PsyCap, 
these successful salespeople succeed despite the experience of constant rejection and 
failure.  While this model does not include Emotionality, Agreeableness, and Openness to 
Experience, these three additional HEXACO constructs will be measured and controlled 
for. 
Finally, the theoretical framework is supported by insights from Jim Collins’s 
well-known book Good to Great (2001).  Collins highlights the fact that the leaders he 
studied needed a “paradoxical blend of personal Humility and professional will” (Collins, 
2001, p. 20).  This comment seems to frame the two recently delineated personality traits 
that are used in the present study, namely grit and Honesty-Humility.  Previous research 
on HEXACO, grit, and PsyCap support this theoretical framework as a basis on which to 
build and evaluate a comprehensive new model to understand job performance in a sales 
environment. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study is to develop a parsimonious model that can predict 
salespeople’s performance utilizing the personality attributes of Honesty-Humility, 
Extraversion, and Conscientiousness with the personality trait of grit and its applied form 
Grit@Work.  These personality attributes and traits work through two motivational 
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mediators, PsyCap and Grit@Work, to generate the desired behaviors and attitudes that 
lead to strong job performance in a sales environment. 
Parts of the theoretical model used in the present study are well accepted, 
researched, and validated.  Conscientiousness and Extraversion are widely acknowledged 
as predictors of job performance in a sales environment (Vinchur et al., 1998, p. 591, 
Barrick, Stewart, Piotrowski, 2002, p. 48, Warr, Bartram, and Martin, 2005, p. 89).  
PsyCap, while a relatively new composite construct, has quickly gained acceptance as a 
useful predictor of job performance as well (Luther et al., 2007, p. 563; Choi and Lee, 
2014, p. 132; Avey, Nimnicht, Graber, 2010, p. 394).  Grit, Grit@Work, and Honesty-
Humility may add predictive power above and beyond that of prior theoretical models, 
thereby reducing the present and considerable unexplained variance in job performance.  
This study’s purpose is to determine the value of these additional constructs and the 
aggregate predictive power of a framework that includes the previously validated 
constructs of Conscientiousness, Extraversion, and PsyCap. 
Research Questions and Hypotheses 
There have been a significant number of research studies in the area of personality 
and job performance with a specific focus on salespeople. Therefore, it is surprising that 
such a large portion of performance remains unexplained.  Given the comprehensive and 
highly referenced meta-analysis by Vinchur et al., 1998, which reviewed 129 independent 
samples covering a wide range of sales jobs, there is solid evidence that Conscientiousness 
and Extraversion are correlated with job performance.  The present study accepts the 
predictive value of Conscientiousness and Extraversion and seeks new theories and 
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theoretical constructs to explain additional variance in job performance in a sales 
environment.  Thus the main research question is as follows: 
In addition to Conscientiousness and Extraversion, what incremental 
predictive ability of job performance is gained from adding measures of 
Honesty-Humility, grit, Grit@Work, and psychological capital into one 
comprehensive model? 
The present study seeks to build a more complex and powerful model than those 
used previously to explain the variance in job performance among salespeople.  The model 
first looks at the relationship between Honesty-Humility, Extraversion, Conscientiousness, 
and grit and their relationship, or correlation, with the mediating variables PsyCap and 
Grit@Work.  PsyCap and Grit@Work are motivational frameworks that mediate the 
relationship between the personality factors (Honesty-Humility, Extraversion, 
Conscientiousness, grit) and job performance. As a result, there are several resulting 
research questions and hypotheses: 
RQ1: How do the personality traits of Honesty-Humility, Extraversion, Conscientiousness, 
and grit correlate with the composite construct of PsyCap? 
RQ2: How do the personality traits of Honesty-Humility, Extraversion, Conscientiousness, 
and grit correlate with the new construct of Grit@Work? 
RQ3: How do PsyCap and Grit@Work correlate with job performance? 
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Research Design and Model Overview 
The research design for the present study consists of two phases.  Phase I 
(consisting of Phases Ia and b), completed in summer 2015, used a survey tool that 
included psychometric scales for each of the theoretical constructs of the theoretical model.  
Data were gathered through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk) online sourcing service.  
This provided an opportunity to evaluate the model and complete some initial scale 
validation on the Grit@Work construct.  Structural equation modeling techniques were 
utilized in this phase.   
Phase II will utilize a revised form of this survey tool, containing slight 
modifications to the HEXACO and Grit@Work scales.  Phase II will also incorporate job 
performance measures that will be gathered separately from the survey tool.  The survey 
participants for Phase II will be a minimum of 300 salespeople who work in a business-to-
business sales environment.  These salespeople are active in business insurance sales or in 
related sales positions that provide software and services to insurance brokers.  Most of 
these individuals are expected to come from large regional insurance brokerage firms with 
a substantial percentage of business insurance sales (i.e., property and casualty lines of 
insurance coverage) and from a nation-wide insurance software sales organization. 
The proposed theoretical model (Figure 1) shows the relationship between the 
various constructs.  The personality traits of Extraversion, Conscientiousness, Honesty-
Humility, and grit are shown as correlated with PsyCap and Grit@Work.  PsyCap and 
Grit@Work are then shown as correlated with job performance.  The various hypotheses 
are labeled in the model and listed below the model for the reader’s convenience.  The 
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hypotheses and the research and theoretical support underlying them are formally 
introduced in a later section of this study. 
 Figure 1: Study Model 
 
H1: Honesty-Humility is positively correlated with PsyCap 
H2: Extraversion is positively correlated with PsyCap 
H3: Conscientiousness is positively correlated with PsyCap 
H4: Grit is positively correlated with PsyCap 
H5: Honesty-Humility is positively correlated with Grit@Work 
H6: Extraversion is positively correlated with Grit@Work 
H7: Conscientiousness is positively correlated with Grit@Work 
H8: Grit is positively correlated with Grit@Work 
H9: PsyCap is positively correlated with job performance 
H10: Grit@Work is positively correlated with job performance 
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As already noted, this model is more complex than most of those used previously to 
explain variances in job performance in a sales environment.  Four of the constructs are 
relatively new (Honesty-Humility, grit, Grit@Work, PsyCap) and are considered in the 
present study for the first time as part of the same theoretical model.  The three personality 
traits from HEXACO (Honesty-Humility, Extraversion, Conscientiousness) are fixed traits 
that are believed to develop early in life, and “an extensive database of research attests to 
personality continuities across the life course” (Caspi & Roberts, 2001, p. 56).  There is no 
research to indicate whether grit is a fixed trait or if it can be developed later in life.  
However, it has been shown to increase with age (Duckworth et al., 2007, p. 1092).  
Grit@Work, a construct developed specifically for the present study, is based theoretically 
on trait activation theory (Tett & Burnett, 2003, p. 502) and theories related to the 
contextual determinants of personality (Veroff, 1983, p. 331) and functions as a mediator.  
PsyCap functions as a mediating motivational framework and has significant research 
supporting its correlation with job performance (Avey et al., 2011, p. 146).  In the meta-
analysis completed by Avey et al, 2011, 51 independent samples were utilized and PsyCap 
showed significant correlation with several measures of job performance. 
Significance of the Study 
Few studies have been conducted to understand the variance in job performance in 
a sales environment, and even relatively successful models have explained less than 10% of 
variance in most cases.  This study is significant because it combines a unique set of 
theoretical constructs into one model. It is the first one to focus specifically on a large 
group of sales professionals and to utilize some of the latest and most promising research in 
the area of job performance.  
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CHAPTER II 
 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
 
The present study combines several theoretical constructs, some rigorously 
established and others relatively new, with the goal of better understanding job 
performance in a sales environment.  I begin this literature review by looking at how sales 
performance has been understood, defined, and measured in past research.  Next I move to 
a topic that has received considerable research attention: the effort to model personality 
traits and show their correlation with job performance.  Of particular interest to the present 
study are the personality traits of Honesty-Humility, Extraversion, and Conscientiousness.   
These will be explored in greater depth than Emotionality, Agreeableness, and Openness to 
Experience.  Grit, a measure of perseverance and consistency of interest, along with the 
expression of grit in the work place, Grit@Work, are then explored.  Grit is a distal 
predictor of performance along with the HEXACO factors while Grit@Work is a 
mediating variable. PsyCap is a relatively new concept but has received significant interest 
since its formal debut in 2004.  PsyCap, a mediating variable in the present study, is 
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explored in this literature review along with its four components: hope, efficacy, resiliency, 
and optimism.   
Defining and Measuring Sales Performance in a Business-to-Business Sales 
Environment 
There are many factors that determine sales performance as discussed in Churchill, 
Ford, Hartley & Walker’s 1985 foundational paper on the antecedents of sales 
performance.  In their paper, a broad spectrum of aptitudes, behaviors, skills, personality 
traits, and environment factors are considered in a meta-analysis.  
In the first edition, and through to the referenced 11th edition of Sales Force 
Management (Johnston & Marshall, 2013, p. 441), performance is understood in the 
context of behavior, performance, and effectiveness.  Behavior refers to tasks performed by 
salespeople such as sales calls, presentations, customer service, and other activities and 
tasks that support the job function. Performance is an evaluation of how the behavior 
choices contribute to the goals of the salesperson and the organization. Effectiveness 
considers additional environmental and organizational factors that may be outside of the 
control of the salesperson to determine how the behaviors and performance are functioning 
in the broader context in which the salesperson must operate.   
In the present study, the antecedents of interest are a broad set of personality 
measures that include HEXACO, grit, Grit@Work, and PsyCap.  The goal is to link these 
personality measures with sales performance as measured by both behavior and success in 
reaching personal and organizational goals (performance as defined by Johnston & 
Marshall, 2013). Therefore, a measure of task and role performance along with a financial 
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measure will be utilized.  In the past, the most common and direct measure of sales 
performance was a sale.  “However, with growing recognition of the importance that 
customer loyalty, customer satisfaction, long-term relationship management, and customer 
knowledge management play in the strategic success of an organization, firms look beyond 
the transaction-based concepts of unit sales and immediate revenue when measuring and 
evaluating sales performance.” (Zallocco, Pullins, Mallin, 2009, p. 598).   
The business-to-business (B2B) sales environment on which the present study 
focuses, is different from retails sales of rather simple products. The target research 
participants for the present study are involved in the sale of very complex risk-financing 
solutions or in the sale of software that supports those engaged in such dealings.  The sale 
of these products often results after long relationships between buyer and seller, many 
complex presentations, and many failures.  The long sales cycle further emphasizes the 
need to measure behavior as an indication of performance in addition to financial metrics.  
This is because, theoretically, the right behaviors as determined by the organization should 
lead to the financial results, but these financial results may not occur for some time. 
The present study seeks to identify relationships between various personality 
constructs and performance.  Measuring performance appropriately is a necessary step in 
identifying these relationships.  Given the complexity of the work environment and various 
work roles of the B2B salespeople surveyed, a role-based performance scale was selected 
for the qualitative role performance measurement.  Two foundational theories, role theory 
and identity theory were utilized by Welbourne, Johnson, and Erez (1998, p.541) to support 
the formation of a Role-Based Performance Scale (RBPS).  Role theory suggests that both 
a person’s attributes and the context within which they exist will determine performance.  
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Identity theory suggests that behavior choices are influenced by the way that an event or 
information is processed.  The roles that stand out the most to people as being desirable 
will receive the most focus and emphasis.  Many of the roles that salespeople play within 
their organization go beyond defined job tasks, therefore measuring both types of roles 
leads to a better performance measurement. 
By building on role and identity theory, the RBPS was developed.  The scale was 
developed using data from multiple companies across a variety of industries and job 
categories.  The scale measures five roles: job, organization, career, team, and innovator.  A 
sixth role was introduced later to capture the customer service role (Chen & Klimoski 
2003, p. 593). The job role is what has typically been studied over the past several decades.  
It includes the tasks and specific activities related to the job description.  The organization 
role encompasses activities that are not specifically required by the job description but are 
of value to the organization as a whole.  The career role recognizes the need for the 
employee to actively seek career development, training, and credentials in order to add 
value to the organization.  The team role focuses on the need for the employee to foster and 
participate in effective team effort.  In recognition of the need for employees to contribute 
to the overall effectiveness of the organization, the innovator role looks at the individual’s 
addition to overall creativity and innovation.  Finally, the addition of the customer service 
role captures “working with clients or customers internal or external to the organization 
toward the success of the project” (Chen & Klimoski 2003, p. 597). 
The RBPS was selected for the present study because the work environment of the 
majority of participants is complex and team oriented, and it includes all five of the roles 
the RBPS captures.  A quick description of the work environment of a typical participant is 
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informative.  The salesperson works in a highly complex and professional setting dealing 
with large financial purchases involving a variety of very technical subjects.  The job 
requires the salesperson to complete a typical sales cycle: identifying prospects, making 
sales calls, giving presentations, following up, responding to questions, and many more 
tasks.  The organization that the salesperson works for is a large part of what he or she is 
selling – the reputation and perceived capability of the organization as a whole.  The 
employee must fill the organizational role both internally and externally that supports the 
market perception of the firm.   
The RBPS career role is important in an industry where professional designations 
and industry-specific expertise are significant differentiators in the marketplace.  The 
salesperson must, on his or her own initiative, pursue the training to obtain these 
differentiating qualifications.  The team role is central to the performance of the 
salesperson.  In the complex setting where the survey participants work, teams of five to 
ten employees typically support the salesperson.  There are account managers who step in 
after the sale, customer service representatives who respond to daily needs and requests, 
and subject matter experts who help implement the plans and goals agreed upon between 
the salesperson and the customer.  The team must function at a high level and the 
salesperson is often the one who directs it and can strongly influence the team’s success.  
Finally, the innovator role recognizes the need for individual creativity, ideas, and 
innovation to influence the performance of the organization.  The salesperson must 
contribute to the global capabilities and effectiveness overall. 
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The RBPS is an excellent fit for the present study because the best salespeople will 
perform all of these roles and do them well.  This qualitative assessment of the salesperson 
can then be paired with a financial metric. 
After the RBPS scale is completed by the salesperson’s manager, the manager will 
be asked two questions concerning financial results.  Both questions use a five point Likert-
type scale and are developed specifically for the present study given the author’s 
knowledge of the sales organizations that participated in the survey.  The two questions are 
shown below: 
Objective Sales Performance Survey Items 
To what extent did this salesperson reach his\her financial goals during the most recently 
completed evaluation period? 
5 – Sales were significantly above goal (25% or more above goal) 
4 – Sales were above goal (10% to 25% above goal) 
3 – Sales were within 10% of goal (+10% to -10% of goal) 
2 – Sales were below goal (10% to 25% below goal) 
1 – Sales were significantly below goal. (25% or more below goal) 
How would you rank the overall sales performance of this salesperson?  Think of five tiers 
where each tier represents 20% of the salespeople.  The list below is designed to help you 
visualize what we are asking.  Remember, this is a relative ranking of your salespeople. 
You should attempt to allocate your salespeople evenly among the five tiers.   
 
     Tier 5 - Top 20% - 80th percentile and above 
     Tier 4 - 60th to 80th percentile 
     Tier 3 - The middle 40th to 60th percentile 
     Tier 2 - The 20th to 40th percentile 
     Tier 1 - Bottom 20% - 20th percentile and below 
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5 – This person falls in tier 5, the top 20% bracket for sales performance 
4 – This person falls in tier 4, the 60th to 80th percentile for sales performance  
3 – This person falls in tier 3, the middle 40th to 60th percentile of sales performance 
2 – This person falls in tier 2, the 20th to 40th percentile for sales performance 
1 – This person falls in tier 1, the bottom 20% bracket for sales performance 
 
The two objective financial sales performance measures will be averaged together to 
produce one metric.  This objective metric will then be averaged with the RBPS to produce 
one overall sales performance metric for utilization in the analysis of the proposed 
theoretical model. 
Factors that Influence the Success of Salespeople 
The review of the literature on Extraversion and Conscientiousness will highlight 
several aspects of these personality traits that suggest why they are correlated with sales 
performance.  A salesperson high in Extraversion and Conscientiousness sets high goals, 
pursues them diligently, and is energized and motivated by the extrinsic reward of 
success while also finding intrinsic motivation in doing an excellent job.  But it is 
interesting to consider what sales managers and trainers identify as traits that make a 
salesperson successful before moving on to a review of personality models. 
One of the classic and still relevant studies of salespeople was done by Mayer and 
Greenberg in 1964. They spent seven years researching what makes a good salesperson 
by working in the field with both salespeople and sales trainers (Mayer and Greenberg, 
1964, p. 164).  The study indicated that 50% of salespeople don’t make it through the 
first year and 80% leave the profession within three years.  Moving forward 38 years, 
things did not improve.  Even higher attrition figures were reported by Weinberg (2002, 
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p. 126): 70% in the first year, 85% within three years.  Despite the best efforts of sales 
managers and business owners, turnover continues to be extremely high.   
Mayer and Greenberg identified two essential qualities for success in sales: 
empathy and ego drive.  These core qualities seem to fit well with the traits associated with 
Conscientiousness and Extraversion.  Empathy requires the salesperson to be able to 
identify what the customer feels and wants.  This grasp of the customer is critical (Mayer 
and Greenberg, 1964, p. 166), and little to no selling will happen without it.  Interestingly, a 
study on the Big Five personality model (discussed in the next section) and empathy 
showed that a group of hospice palliative care volunteers who scored higher in empathy 
than a control group also scored significantly higher in Extraversion (Claxton-Oldfield & 
Banzen, 2010, p. 410).  As I will explain in the next section on personality, extraverts have 
more energized emotional responses, read facial clues and subtle communications from 
others better than introverts, and have a better capacity to express and feel emotion.  The 
need for empathy highlighted by Mayer and Greenberg seems to reinforce the positive 
value of Extraversion. 
The other essential quality that Mayer and Greenberg found was ego drive, or the 
need to conquer.  This concept fits neatly with the blend of Extraversion and 
Conscientiousness that has previously been found to correlate with goal setting and the 
passion needed to pursue those goals.  The trait of grit should also support the need to 
conquer by offering consistency of interest and perseverance. 
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Personality, the Five-Factor Model, and HEXACO 
The roots of personality measures can be traced to Sir Francis Galton’s lexical 
hypothesis (Galton, 1884, p. 179), which proposed that personality traits could be identified 
based on language usage.  Galton, a prolific researcher and writer, created a solid 
foundation on which decades of personality research have been built.  However, interest in 
understanding personality long predates Galton; for example, nearly 3,000 years earlier the 
Greeks created some fascinating and long-enduring descriptions of personalities in their 
mythological characters.  Though only recently defined scientifically, personality traits and 
their impact on human behavior have been of interest for a very long time.  
Serious efforts to model personality began in the 1920s and continued over a long, 
contentious period of development.  Forty years into this period, Guion and Gottier (1965, 
p. 160) famously concluded, “It is difficult in the face of this summary to advocate, with a 
clear conscience, the use of personality measures in most situations as a basis for making 
employment decisions about people.”  This conclusion prompted more vigorous research 
that ultimately led to the wide acceptance of the Five-Factor Model (FFM), also known as 
the Big Five (Norman, 1963; Tupes & Christal, 1961).  The Big Five encompasses 
measurements of Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, Emotional Stability, and 
Openness to Experience.   
Much later, Lee and Ashton (Ashton et al., 2004; Lee & Ashton, 2004) studied 
personality factors in other languages and cultures, and a six-factor structure of personality 
emerged.  The newly added factor, Honesty-Humility, contains four scales to measure 
sincerity, fairness, greed avoidance, and modesty.  The six-factor model is referred to as 
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HEXACO (Honesty-Humility, Emotionality, eXtraversion, Agreeableness, 
Conscientiousness, and Openness to Experience).  I will briefly review relevant research on 
each trait and its relationship to job performance in a sales environment. 
Honesty-Humility. 
Honesty-Humility, as noted above, is the personality trait that Lee and Ashton 
(Ashton et al., 2004; Lee & Ashton, 2004) added to the widely accepted Big Five model.  
Interestingly, Ashton et al. (2004, p. 356) returned to the psycholexical approach used by 
Galton in 1892 to study personality traits and structure across eight languages.  From this 
analysis, the new factor emerged.  To better understand it, it is helpful to review the 
adjectives, descriptions, and subtraits of Honesty-Humility. 
Lee and Ashton (2013, p. 17) have provided a list of adjectives related to Honesty-
Humility.  Figure 2 shows these adjectives along with descriptions of people with high or 
low levels of this trait. 
Figure 2: Adjectives and Descriptions of Honesty-Humility 
      
Honesty-Humility Adjectives Description 
High Sincere Avoid manipulating others or being false 
 
Honest Scrupulously fair, law-abiding 
 
Faithful Wealth and luxury not so important 
 
Loyal Don't consider themselves superior 
 
Modest 
 
 
Unassuming 
 
 
Fair-minded 
 
 
Ethical 
 
   
   Low Sly Flatter others, pretend to like them 
 
Deceitful Willing to bend rules for personal gain 
 
Greedy Want money and expensive possessions 
 
Pretentious Feel entitled to special status and privilege 
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Hypocritical 
 
 
Boastful 
 
 
Conceited 
   Self-Centered   
   Source: Lee & Ashton (2013), p. 17. 
The Honesty-Humility factor captures aspects of materialism, ethical violations, 
and criminality better than the Big Five model (Ashton & Lee, 2008, p. 1226).   It has 
also been shown to predict job performance even when controlling for Conscientiousness 
(Johnson, Rowatt, & Petrini, 2011, p. 860).  As noted in the previous chapter, Collins 
(2001, p. 70) identified both Humility and will as critical to successful leadership.  
Although Collins did not examine the sales environment specifically, it is reasonable to 
interpret his results as an indication that Honesty-Humility may be positively correlated 
with job performance in a sales context.  Johnson et al. (2011, p. 861) conducted a broad 
study across 25 companies and 20 states and found that Honesty-Humility did predict job 
performance generally; they expressed doubts that the same correlation would appear in a 
sales environment, but no prior empirical research has considered that question.   
A recent study looked at HEXACO, and specifically Honesty-Humility, and how 
it relates to achievement goals (Dinger, Dickhauser, Hilbig, Muller, Steinmayr and 
Wirthwein, 2015).   Achievement goal theory is a cognitively-oriented view of behavior 
that attempts to understand the individual differences in intensity and direction of goal 
pursuit (Dweck and Leggett, 1988, p. 256).  This goal-seeking behavior is an expression 
of personality that might help us understand and predict difference in salespeople’s 
performance.  One study indicated that Honesty-Humility is substantially related to all 
achievement goals and more strongly related to mastery goals and is significant in the 
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prediction of motivation to learn and achieve (Dinger, Dickhauser, Hilbig, Muller, 
Steinmayr and Wirthwein, 2015, p. 5).  While the study was conducted with students, it 
does point to a theoretical basis for why Honesty-Humility may play a significant role in 
understanding job performance in a sales environment where learning and goal 
achievement are critical components of success. 
Emotionality. 
Emotionality, also known as neuroticism in the Big Five model, is associated with 
being anxious, depressed, angry, embarrassed, emotional, worried, and insecure (Barrick 
& Mount, 1991, p. 4)—obviously not desirable personality traits for any job.  No 
correlation has been found between Emotionality and sales criteria or sales performance 
(Vinchur et al., 1998, p. 591), and Barrick and Mount (1991, p. 14) found no support for 
their hypothesis that Emotionality would be related to job performance.  The Handbook 
of Psychology (Weiner & Schmitt, 2012, p. 215) states, “Sales Effectiveness … is not 
predicted by Emotional Stability, Agreeableness, and Openness to Experience.”  
Emotionality is therefore not included in the theoretical model tested in the present study. 
Extraversion. 
Extraversion has been shown to correlate with job performance across many 
industries (Hurtz & Donovan, 2000, p. 873).  It is associated with expressiveness, social 
boldness, sociability, and liveliness (Lee & Ashton, 2004, p. 335).  There are minimal 
differences in how the five-factor model and HEXACO define the facets of Extraversion 
(Lee & Ashton, 2004, p. 333).  In the Big Five model, Extraversion is described as social, 
assertive, active, bold, energetic, and adventurous (Costa & McCrae, 1992, p. 654; 
 27 
Goldberg, 1992, p. 31).  These differences are not considered material for the purposes of 
the present study, in which a personality questionnaire based on HEXACO’s definition of 
Extraversion is used in the present study.  
When people think about the characteristics of a salesperson, they typically think 
of traits represented by Extraversion.  Extraverts’ desire to compete, to excel in a 
competitive work environment, and to obtain rewards for success has been noted in 
several research studies (Gray, 1987; Lucas, Diener, Grob, Suh, & Shao, 2000).  Barrick, 
Stewart, and Piotrowski (2002) found that salespeople scoring high on Extraversion 
reported stronger intentions regarding status striving.  Extraverts want to succeed and are 
motivated by reward systems that provide incentives for particular sales achievements. 
One aspect of Extraversion that seems to drive the connection to sales 
performance is social potency, which refers to an individual’s tendency to be forceful, 
dominant, and charming (Altmaier & Hansen, 2001, p. 167; Dupue & Collins, 1999).  
Social potency has also been positively related to specific enterprising interests such as 
sales, with correlations ranging from .29 to .49 (Altmaier & Hansen, 2001, p. 167).  
Vinchur et al., (1998, p. 591), noted a relationship between social potency and objective 
measures of sales employees’ performance.  As is a very positive aspect of extraverted 
behavior, it can help to explain success in sales.  But social potency is just one piece of a 
very complex puzzle. 
Starting with the fact that extraverts’ social potency makes them charming and 
dominating personalities and then adding the observation that extraverts are happier than 
introverts (Smillie, Cooper, & Revelle, 2012, p. 306), we see a personality that would 
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seem very attractive in a sales environment.  In addition, an extravert’s reaction to 
situations where rewards can be pursued, such as a commission sales environment, is 
stronger and more energized than that of introverts, due to their “biobehavioral” reward-
reactivity (Smillie et al., 2012, p. 306).  They actually experience a strong physiological 
response in the brain response when competing for a reward.   
A meta-analysis by Lucas et al. (2008, p. 459) reported a similarly strong 
correlation between Extraversion and positive affect, or the internal emotional state that 
is present when an objective has been achieved, a source of danger has been avoided, or a 
person is happy with the current state of affairs.  Extraverts enjoy the pursuit of success, 
tend to be happier while engaged in such pursuit, and respond with more positive feelings 
and happiness when they achieve their goal.  And if a sales situation calls for expressing 
enthusiasm, the extravert is capable of doing so without experiencing stress, whereas 
others may find it difficult to do so.   
Finally, sales is about networking and building relationships that provide the 
opportunity to discuss needs, present solutions, and close deals.  Therefore, having a 
large network of contacts, acquaintances, and/or social connections supports the 
salesperson’s effort to identify and communicate with prospective clients.  In a recent 
study of network bias, Feiler and Kleinbaum (2015, p. 600) determined that “more 
extraverted individuals were cited as friends by significantly more people and cited 
significantly more people as their friends.”  This network-building capacity of extraverts 
is another prominent factor in their successful job performance in a sales environment. 
With such a list of traits that correlate highly with sales performance, we might conclude 
that the extravert is wired for success. 
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Agreeableness. 
Agreeableness encompasses forgiveness, gentleness, flexibility, and patience (Lee 
et al., 2004, p. 333).  Although it is significant in a customer-service role (Hurley, 1998, 
p. 121) and perhaps in an account management role after the sales process is complete, 
Agreeableness is not correlated with sales performance (Vinchur et al, 1998, p. 591). 
Agreeableness is therefore not included in the theoretical model tested in the present 
study.  
Conscientiousness. 
It is usually easy to identify conscientious people.  They are very organized, work 
hard, and act responsibly (Judge & Illies, 2002).  Interestingly for the purposes of the 
present study, Conscientiousness is strongly correlated with grit (r = .77) (Duckworth et 
al., 2007, p. 1093). I will explore grit more fully below, but both Conscientiousness and 
grit reflect a tendency to set ambitious goals and pursue them with a high level of 
dedication (Brown, Con, & Slocum, 1998; Fu, Richards, & Jones, 2009).  
Conscientiousness has been shown to correlate with job performance across a 
broad spectrum of industries (Barrick & Mount, 1991, p. 13; Salgado, 1997, p. 31), but it 
seems especially to equip people for work within a sales environment (Vinchur et al, 
1998, p. 591), which requires a considerable degree of effort and motivation.  Campbell 
(1991, p. 706) defined motivation as the combined result of three behavioral choices 
involving effort: the decision to expend effort, the level at which to expend the effort, and 
the amount of perseverance to put behind the effort.  Traits identified as part of 
Conscientiousness support this tendency toward motivation.  Lee and Ashton (2013, p. 
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21) described a person high in Conscientiousness as being orderly with things and time, 
working hard to achieve goals, pursuing accuracy and perfection, being prudent, and 
making careful decisions.  Whereas extraverts are motivated by rewards, conscientious 
people are motivated to achieve their high goals because they believe it is the right way to 
do things.  A conscientious person is intrinsically motivated to pursue accomplishment 
and perfection for the sake of the accomplishment itself and the personal satisfaction that 
comes with reaching a goal.   
In a meta-analytic review of Conscientiousness and job performance, the narrow 
traits of Conscientiousness were investigated for incremental validity across specific 
industries (Dudley, Orvis, Lebiecki and Cortina, 2006, p. 40).  This review provides an 
additional understanding of why Conscientiousness predicts success in a sales 
environment.  The subtraits of achievement, dependability, order, and cautiousness were 
analyzed for their correlation with job performance.  For sales positions, achievement 
showed the strongest relationship with job performance (r =.15) while cautiousness was 
not significantly correlated with performance (Dudley, Orvis, Lebiecki and Cortina, 
2006, p. 50). It is important to note that the achievement narrow trait is a strong 
compliment to the competitive and award-seeking behavior of the Extravert.  
Openness to Experience. 
Openness to Experience is a personality factor associated with people who are 
intellectual, creative, unconventional, imaginative, innovative, and philosophical (Lee & 
Ashton, 2013, p. 17).  They tend to appreciate beauty in art and nature, are intellectually 
curious, use imagination in everyday life, and like to hear unusual opinions.  Openness to 
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Experience is not correlated with sales performance (Vinchur et al., 1998, p. 591) and is 
not included in the theoretical model tested in the present study.  
Grit and Grit@Work. 
Grit is a relatively new construct.  Whether it is a personality trait established 
early in life or a state that one can improve and develop has not yet been determined.  For 
the purposes of the present study, grit is an aspect of personality that leads to 
“consistency of interest” and “persistence of effort” (Duckworth, 2007, p. 1090; Von 
Culin, Tsukayama, & Duckworth, 2014, p. 1).  Grit is about having the ability to push 
hard against challenges, even after most people have given up. However, grit, unlike the 
HEXACO personality traits, may or may not be applied in the workplace—it appears that 
people may choose consciously when to express this trait. Therefore, grit should be 
studied and measured in a workplace-specific context.  I will refer to the expression of 
grit in the workplace as Grit@Work in the present study.  
The benefits of grit in a professional, business-to-business sales environment are 
readily apparent.  Given the high turnover rate (MarshBerry, 2013) and the constant 
rejection (Rapaille, 2005, p. 43) that salespeople experience, there is a distinct need to 
focus on the job at hand and persevere.  There has been little research on grit in job 
environments thus far, but it has been shown to predict success in difficult army training 
courses, in the National Spelling Bee, and in a study of a challenging sales environments 
(Duckworth et al., 2007, p. 1095; Eskreis-Winkler, Shulman, Beal, & Duckworth, 2014, 
p. 3).   
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The grit scale developed by Duckworth et al. (2007, p. 1090), asks broad 
questions that could pertain to any part of life, as grit may be expressed in one area and 
not in another.  However, the present study is more narrowly concerned with expressions 
of grit in the workplace.  As an analogy, a study by Shalley, Zhou, and Oldham (2004) 
considered the impact of contextual characteristics on the employee’s willingness and 
ability to express creativity.  Similarly, Grit@Work is an effort to measure the application 
of grit within the work environment.   
Tett and Burnett (2003) highlighted how a work circumstance may affect the 
expression of a particular trait or behavior.  These circumstances include job demands, 
distracters, constraints, releasers, and facilitators. Since grit relates to perseverance and 
consistency of interest, it would require the employee to have some control over these 
circumstances, receive compensation that supports grit (which may imply that long term 
goals are rewarded), and have the organizational citizenship behaviors to feel motivated 
to apply one’s grit within the work setting.  While the present study does not attempt to 
explain or investigate all the reasons that grit may or may not be applied in the work 
setting, Grit@Work is measured separately from the broader grit construct to quantify 
this expression.   
Veroff (1983, p. 331) argued, “Behavior represents an interaction of personality 
and situation.” While most personality researchers would agree that the personality 
factors that make up the HEXACO model are solid traits that are experienced and 
expressed independent of the contextual setting, a more malleable trait that leans more 
toward a state, like grit, may be expressed more selectively based on contextual cues and 
motivations.  While Grit@Work will obviously be strongly correlated with grit, it is 
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expected that Grit@Work will have a between-person variance among those completing 
the survey with similar levels of grit.    
Positive Psychological Capital. 
The concept of positive psychological capital (PsyCap) evolved from the positive 
psychology movement pioneered by Martin Seligman.  Positive psychology focuses on 
what people are doing right and on finding ways to improve how people think and the 
habits they create.  Positive psychology motivated two new research endeavors: positive 
organizational scholarship and positive organizational behavior (POB).  POB refers to 
positive aspects of people that can be measured and developed in order to improve 
overall organizational performance.  In seeking to identify key positive behaviors, 
Luthans, Luthans, and Luthans (2004, p. 46), posited that employees’ hope, efficacy, 
resiliency, and optimism are critical and frequently overlooked components of 
competitive advantage.  They also contended that “such capacities are measureable, open 
to development, and can be managed for more effective work performance” (Luthans et 
al., 2004, p. 47).  
PsyCap has been successfully utilized in several studies, showing significant 
correlation with job performance.  Avey, Nimnicht, and Pigeon (2010) conducted two 
field studies in very different business settings, with bank tellers and franchised financial 
services salespersons, and both showed a significant correlation between PsyCap and 
manager-rated performance.  In a meta-analysis, Avey, Reichard, Luthans, & Mhatre 
(2011, p. 147) determined that PsyCap retained a significant relationship with job 
performance across multiple and quite varied industries. Avey et al. (2011) presented 
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PsyCap in a manner followed by the present study, stating, “The theoretical position 
consistently advanced is that the mechanisms in the components of PsyCap act as 
individual motivational propensities and effort to succeed resulting in increasing 
performance output” (p. 134).  As a mediator in the present study, PsyCap is presumed to 
work as a motivational framework through which other personality traits impact job 
performance.  
A deeper understanding of the four components of PsyCap will help to anticipate 
why PsyCap matters in a sales environment. It will also shed light on the opportunity it 
provides for development and improvement in performance.  Whereas HEXACO 
personality traits cannot be modified in order to enhance performance, and grit may be 
developed over time (but it is not clear how malleable it is), there is significant research 
supporting PsyCap’s longitudinal development potential and resulting improvement in 
performance (Luthans, Avey, and Patera, 2008).  PsyCap is often referred to by the 
acronym HERO, standing for hope, efficacy, resiliency, and optimism.  These four 
components are held together by the theme presented in Luthans, Avolio, Avey, and 
Norman, 2007, p. 550: “one’s positive appraisal of personal circumstances and the 
probability for success based on personal motivated effort and perseverance.”  To me, 
this provides a perfect summary of the mental state necessary for success in a sales 
environment.  Below is a brief look at HERO. 
Hope. 
Merriam-Webster’s dictionary defines hope as “to want something to happen or 
be true and think that it could happen or be true.” The word also has a solid theoretical 
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basis in the field of positive psychology.  Hope is “the will and the way” in the HERO 
acronym.  Luthans built off the work of positive psychologists who previously defined 
hope as “a positive motivational state that is based on an interactively derived sense of 
successful agency (goal-directed energy) and pathways (planning to meet goals)” 
(Snyder, Irving, and Anderson, 1991, p. 287).  Hope in this context represents goal-
directed determination and the method by which a goal will be reached, thus the “will and 
the way.” This combination of knowing what one wants and having an idea of how to get 
it is central to goal achievement.  Certainly this mental posture called hope would support 
a salesperson in a sales environment. 
Efficacy. 
Efficacy is all about confidence and certainty.  Merriam-Webster defines efficacy 
as “the power to produce an effect.” We can intuitively recognize that efficacy is 
something we can improve by attempting tasks, making mistakes, learning, improving, 
and gaining mastery and confidence.  Theoretically, efficacy has been shown to develop 
as a result of focused effort (Gist, 1987, p. 474). In the HERO acronym, efficacy is 
“Confidence to Succeed,” a critical trait in a sales environment that presents substantial 
challenges to master knowledge, communicate effectively, and deal with resistance to 
buying.  Efficacy, as a component of PsyCap, provides real practical implications for how 
a salesperson will perform his or her job.   
Resiliency. 
Resiliency may be less intuitive to us than hope and efficacy.  Merriam-Webster 
defines resilience as “the ability to become strong, healthy, successful again after 
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something bad happens.” In the resiliency literature a typical definition is, the “selective 
strengths or assets to help… survive adversity.” (Richardson, 2002, p. 309). Whether 
resiliency can be learned or improved or whether it is a fixed trait is debated among 
scholars.  Interestingly, in Luthans’ HERO acronym, he defines resiliency as “Bouncing 
Back and Beyond.” He expands on the established understanding of resiliency, from the 
purely psychological viewpoint, to include “a) the capacity to make realistic plans and 
take steps to carry them out; b) a positive view of yourself and confidence in your 
strengths and abilities; c) skills in communication and problem solving; and d) the 
capacity to manage strong feelings and impulses.” (Luthans, Avolio, and Avey, 2013, p. 
5).  He continues that these “things” can be developed and improved by anyone.  In a 
sales environment, the four characteristics he lists are important, but a more restricted 
definition of resiliency—one that focuses on the capacity for recovery—helps us 
understand why this component of PsyCap would support success in a sales environment 
in which disappointment and failure are constant hurdles and setbacks to be overcome. 
Optimism. 
Seligman describes optimism as a way people explain the world, i.e. how they see 
and explain causes of bad events (Buchanan and Seligman, 1995 p. 2) Luthans agrees 
with the psychology literature’s view of optimism but adds the concept of “realistic and 
flexible.” (Luthans, Avolio, and Avey, 2013, p. 5). He sees value in an organization or 
leader (and I think we can assume salesperson too) who can choose when to be optimistic 
in his or her view of events and when to be pessimistic.   
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HERO. 
It is clear that while these components of PsyCap are distinct concepts, there is a 
more complex interplay between them that can be difficult to fully comprehend.  A 
review of the literature can elicit questions such as “how does efficacy impact 
optimism?” and “does hope correlate with resiliency?”  But an analysis in the 
foundational paper on PsyCap (Luthans et al., 2004) and a review of research, it is clear 
that PsyCap has been proven to be a powerful incremental predictor of success.   The 
present study will determine the incremental predictive power of PsyCap in the presence 
of other proven predictors of job performance.  
Theoretical Integration and Hypotheses 
The literature review related to the seven theoretical constructs in the model 
(Honesty-Humility, Extraversion, Conscientiousness, grit, PsyCap, Grit@Work, job 
performance) provides the background on the development of these constructs and lays 
the foundation for specific integration of theory with the hypotheses.  In this section 
theoretical support is given for each of the 10 hypotheses shown in Figure 1. 
An individual high in Honesty-Humility represents a fair-minded person who 
does not seek attention for him- or herself and has a high level of ethical behavior.  No 
research exists on the relationship between Honesty-Humility and PsyCap.  But by 
looking at the literature on concepts related to Honesty-Humility and PsyCap, one can get 
an indication of what this relationship might be.  Honesty-Humility is significantly 
correlated with prosociality and religious orientation (Aghababaei, Mohammadtabar, & 
Saffarinia, 2014, p.8).   
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Humility is becoming a more desired trait among corporate executives, leaders, 
and salespeople.  A recent study by Owens, Johnson, Mitchell (2013, p. 1517) focused on 
Humility, synthesizing years of literature and religious writings to define it as “an 
interpersonal characteristic that emerges in social contexts that connotes (a) a manifested 
willingness to view oneself accurately, (b) a displayed appreciation of others’ strengths 
and contributions, and (c) teachability.”  They continue, “humility allows individuals to 
believe they can improve their personal weaknesses.” (Aghababaei et al., p. 1521).  This 
suggests a tendency toward stronger PsyCap which represents hope, efficacy, resiliency, 
and optimism.  Humble people are strongly correlated with religiosity (Grubbs & Exline, 
2014, p. 43). A connection with a personal deity has been theorized to relate to increased 
optimism and self-efficacy (Ciarrocchi, Dy-Liacco & Deneke, 2008, p. 132).  Based on 
the literature summarized previously on Honesty-Humility and this specific research 
relating honesty and/or humility to hope, efficacy, resiliency, and optimism, the 
following hypothesis is proposed: 
Hypothesis 1: Honesty-Humility is positively correlated with PsyCap 
 
The definition of Extraversion connotes someone who is high in PsyCap.  
Extraverts, as defined by Lee & Ashton, (2013, p. 20), “see the positive qualities in self, 
[are] confident leading and speaking in groups, enjoy social interactions, and feel 
enthusiastic and upbeat.”  Compare this to the four components of PsyCap (hope, efficacy, 
resiliency, and optimism) and it is not difficult to project a positive correlation.  In fact, the 
relationship between Extraversion and PsyCap is well established in the literature as is the 
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relationship between Extraversion and the four sub-traits of PsyCap (hope, efficacy, 
resiliency, and optimism).   
Some research has looked at the relationship between Extraversion and the 
complete construct of PsyCap. Choi and Lee (2013, p. 129) show a correlation between 
PsyCap and Extraversion of 0.37 (p < 0.01).  A comprehensive analysis of PsyCap, 
performance, and job satisfaction by Avolio, Avey, and Norman (2007, p. 560) showed a 
correlation between Extraversion and PsyCap of 0.36 (p < .05).   
More specifically, when looking at the components of PsyCap, each individual trait 
(hope, efficacy, resiliency, and optimism) has been shown to correlate with Extraversion. In 
a recent study on Hope as a mediator between the Big Five personality traits and life 
satisfaction, Extraversion was shown to be the personality trait that correlated most 
strongly with hope (Halama, 2010, p. 311).  In self-managed work groups, an environment 
that would be common to the participants in the present study, it was found that the 
correlation between Extraversion and self-efficacy was 0.38 (p < 0.01) (Thoms, Moore & 
Scott, 1996, p. 357).  In a study on subjective well being, Extraversion was shown to have a 
correlation with resiliency of 0.40 (p < 0.001) (Lu, Wang, Liu, & Zhang, 2014, p. 131).  
Finally, in a study of five large samples covering 4,332 participants that looked specifically 
at the relationships between the Big Five and optimism, Extraversion was found to be the 
most strongly correlated factor of the Big Five with optimism.  The correlations varied 
across the groups but were all significant with p < .01. (Sharpe, Martin, Roth, 2011, p. 
949). 
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The definition of Extraversion, the components of PsyCap, and the voluminous 
research on Extraversion and its relationship with PsyCap as a whole and with its 
individual components suggest a strong relationship between Extraversion and PsyCap. 
Hypothesis 2: Extraversion is positively correlated with PsyCap 
 
When I compared the definition of Extraversion to PsyCap, the similarities and 
potential correlation was immediately obvious.  There is a little more of a theoretical walk 
needed to understand the relationship between Conscientiousness and PsyCap, even though 
Conscientiousness has been the focus of much research and there is specific evidence that 
points to a strong relationship between Conscientiousness and PsyCap.   According to Lee 
& Ashton, (2013, p. 20), Conscientious people are orderly with things and time, work hard 
to achieve goals, pursue accuracy and perfection, and are prudent decision makers.  I 
suggest that application of these traits – working hard in an organized and wise manner – 
leads to feelings of hope, efficacy, resiliency, and optimism (the traits of PsyCap).  The two 
studies that specifically looked at the Big Five and its relationship with PsyCap (Choi and 
Lee, 2013, p. 129, and Avolio, et al., 2007, p. 560) show correlations between 
Conscientiousness and PsyCap of 0.48 (p < 0.05) and 0.39 (p < 0.05) respectively.  
Conscientiousness has specifically been shown to correlate with efficacy.  In a study 
designed to understand the relationship between Conscientiousness and learning, Lee and 
Klein (2002, p. 1178) show a significant correlation between Conscientiousness and the 
mediator in their model (self-efficacy).  This correlation was 0.28 (p < 0.01).  This supports 
Costa & McCae’s earlier work (1992) showing that Conscientious people perceive 
themselves as being capable and effective.   
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In the Handbook of Adult Resilience (Reich, Zautra & Hall, 2010, p. 98), the 
authors highlight the relationship between Conscientiousness and resilience.   
Conscientious people tend to follow a plan and work consistently toward a goal.  This trait 
leads to resilient behavior.  Even in situations of chronic illness, highly Conscientious 
people have been shown to be more resilient (Christensen, Ehlers, Wiebe, Moran, Raichle, 
Ferneyhough & Lawton, 2002, p. 318). In the regression analysis from Christensen et al.’s 
study, Conscientiousness had a significant negative beta (B = -0.066 p < 0.05) in a model 
designed to predict mortality.  Therefore, high levels of conscientiousness predicted high 
levels of resiliency and lower levels of mortality even when subjects faced a chronic 
illness.  Finally, Conscientious people are more optimistic.  In a study designed to look 
specifically at the relationship between the Big Five personality factors and optimism, 
Conscientiousness was shown to explain additional meaningful variance in optimism 
(Sharpe, Martin & Roth, 2011, p. 951).  It seems clear that Conscientious people have a 
way of thinking and acting that leads to consistent effort and success.  This builds a sense 
of hope, efficacy, resiliency, and optimism over time as the conscientious way of doing 
things, evident in childhood (Eisenberg, Duckworth, Spinrad, Valiente, 2012, p. 1333), 
builds PsyCap.  As a result, it is proposed that: 
Hypothesis 3: Conscientiousness is positively correlated with PsyCap 
 
As discussed previously, grit is a relatively new construct and is utilized as a distal 
predictor of job performance and an antecedent to PsyCap and Grit@Work in the present 
study.   Grit shares psychological space with Conscientiousness (Reed, Pritschet, Cutton, 
2013, p. 613) but taps into an ability to commit to long-term goals that may not be present 
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in a highly conscientious person.  Grit is not hope and how it might relate to hope has no 
basis in the extant literature except for a recent dissertation that looked at how hope and grit 
related to transformational leadership (Davidson, 2014, p. 52).  In this dissertation, the 
provided table of intercorrelations showed a significant correlation between hope and grit 
of .326 (p < .01).   
Grit differs from the trait of self-efficacy (Reed et al., 2013, p. 613).  Efficacy is 
about the belief in your ability while grit is simply a reservoir of stamina distinct from both 
hope and efficacy.  By definition, the stamina of a person with a high level of grit would 
seem to indicate resiliency – the ability to continue after setbacks and to continue even in 
the presence of obstacles.  This relationship was shown in a study that looked at measures 
of grit, optimism, and life satisfaction as predictors of teacher effectiveness (Duckworth, 
Quinn, Seligman, 2009, p. 544).  The resulting intercorrelations showed a significant 
correlation between grit and optimism of 0.32 (p < 0.001).  Although grit is a relatively 
new concept which occupies some overlapping theoretical space with other constructs in 
the proposed model, there is reason to believe that it captures a trait unique from our other 
HEXACO traits and will add incremental variance explanation in relation to PsyCap.  
Accordingly, I propose: 
Hypothesis 4: Grit is positively correlated with PsyCap 
 
The next four hypotheses look at the relationship between the antecedents 
(Honesty-Humility, Extraversion, Conscientiousness, and grit) and the new construct, 
Grit@Work, defined for the purposes of the present study.  As a reminder, Grit@Work is 
defined as the application of the grit trait within the work setting.  There are both 
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personality traits and situational factors that influence whether or not a person’s capacity 
for grit is actually applied to the challenges of the workplace.  One goal of the present study 
is to understand which of the personality traits will explain the variance in Grit@Work.  
Obviously, a person’s capacity for grit will explain variance in Grit@Work.  But of greater 
interest is how Honesty-Humility, Extraversion, and Conscientiousness influence the 
utilization of one’s grit capacity at work.  This question is explored in Hypotheses 5, 6, and 
7.  For example, for a given level of grit, do higher levels of Honesty-Humility correlate 
with higher levels of Grit@Work?  The model is not looking for the correlation between 
personality traits and grit, but the impact the personality traits have on the application of 
one’s grit within the workplace.   
Clearly, grit is not going to be on someone’s specific task list at work.  It is not a 
trait or requirement found in a job description.  Job performance has often been 
operationalized as task performance because that concept is more easily defined and 
measured.  However, in recent years job performance has been considered in the broader 
context of contextual performance.  Contextual performance activities include volunteering 
to carry out task activities that are not formally part of the job and helping and cooperating 
with others in the organization to get tasks accomplished.  Task performance for a sales job 
includes product knowledge, closing the sale, and organization and time management 
(Borman & Motowidlo, 1997, p. 100).  The question is then, what contributes to the 
decision to bring more than just the minimal amount of one’s abilities to the work 
environment?   
It has been shown that “Honesty-Humility has a meaningful, non-zero incremental 
validity for contextual performance” (Oh, Le, Kim, Yoo, Hwang, Kim, 2014, p. 215).  It is 
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theorized that a person high in Honesty-Humility is more likely to utilize all of his or her 
strengths to serve the good of the organization – going beyond simple task requirements.  If 
grit is a trait from which the employee can draw and he or she is high in Honesty-Humility 
then it is more likely to see the application of that grit in the form of Grit@Work.  
Therefore, it is proposed: 
Hypothesis 5: Honesty-Humility is positively correlated with Grit@Work 
 
Theoretically, contextual performance tendencies are the best way to anticipate the 
impact that personality factors have on the application of one’s potential for grit within the 
workplace.  Extraversion and Conscientiousness have both been shown in meta-analytic 
studies to correlate with components of contextual performance (Hurtz & Donovan, 2000, 
p. 875; Hogan & Holland, 2003).   However in Gellatly and Irving (2001, p. 237) a 
significant correlation was found between Extraversion and contextual performance (r = 
.233, p < 0.05) but a negative relationship was found between Conscientiousness and 
contextual performance (r = -0.129, p < 0.05). The finding pertaining to Conscientiousness 
was counter to the proposed hypothesis in the study.  The study population was 79 public-
sector managers.  This conundrum is addressed by theories presented in Tett and Burnett’s 
paper on trait activation processes.  They highlight “as propensities, traits are latent 
potentials residing in the individual; understanding what triggers them is critical for 
understanding the role of personality in the workplace.” (Tett and Burnett, 2003, p. 502).  It 
may be that Gellatly and Irving, studying a public-service environment, found a contextual 
setting where the trait of conscientiousness was not activated by the environment and thus 
there appeared to be no correlation between Conscientiousness and contextual 
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performance.  The setting for the participants of the present study is a highly goal oriented 
environment.  This setting should meet the criteria explained by Tett and Burnett, “…latent 
personality traits will manifest as trait-expressive work behaviors only when trait-relevant 
cues are present at the task, social, or organizational levels.” (Tett and Burnett, 2003). 
Given the setting for the present study, the concept of trait activation, and the majority of 
findings related to Extraversion and Conscientiousness correlating with contextual 
performance, it is proposed that: 
Hypothesis 6: Extraversion is positively correlated with Grit@Work 
Hypothesis 7: Conscientiousness is positively correlated with Grit@Work 
 
 Grit is measured as one of the antecedents in the model along with Honesty-
Humility, Extraversion, and Conscientiousness.  A review of the 12-item grit scale, shown 
in Appendix A, highlights the fact that grit is measured as a broad personality construct and 
is not contextually specific.  However, grit may be applied in one part of a person’s life but 
not in another.  For example, the application of grit to a personal passion for endurance 
athletics may be captured in the 12-item grit scale, but this same potential for grit may not 
be applied within the workplace. The 16-item Grit@Work scale, shown in Appendix A, 
sets the contextual setting as the work environment.  However, before someone can apply 
grit within the workplace, they must possess the capacity for grit as measured by the 12-
item grit scale.  If everyone was willing to use all of their abilities in the workplace and the 
workplace facilitated that use, then you would expect to find an extremely high correlation 
between grit and Grit@Work.  However, this is not the case and Grit@Work, while 
correlated with grit, leaves variance that can be explained by the personality traits of 
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Honesty-Humility, Extraversion and Conscientiousness.  But the broadly measured trait of 
grit is the core necessary prerequisite of Grit@Work and thus it is proposed that: 
Hypothesis 8: Grit is positively correlated with Grit@Work 
 
PsyCap, when originally introduced, immediately received much attention and was 
the object of significant amounts of research in various domains, including the prediction of 
job performance.  Luthans et al. (2007 p. 551) proposed a hypothesis that “Employee’s 
level of PsyCap will be positively related to their performance and job satisfaction.” Two 
different studies were conducted and PsyCap was shown to correlate significantly in both, 
with a self-rated evaluation of job performance (study 1, r = 0.33, p < .01, study 2, r = 0.22, 
p < 05) (Luthans, et al., 2007, p. 564). Within a few years of this initial look at PsyCap and 
job performance, enough additional studies had been completed to allow for a meta-
analysis of PsyCap and its impact on employee attitudes, behaviors, and performance 
(Avey, et al. 2011).  In this analysis, the components of PsyCap (hope, efficacy, resiliency, 
and optimism) were shown to increase desirable attitudes and behaviors at work, which 
lead to increased employee performance.  The relationship between PsyCap and indicators 
of performance was reviewed across 24 studies containing 6,931 survey participants and 
was found to be r=0.26 (p < 0.01).  Therefore, it is proposed: 
Hypothesis 9: PsyCap is positively correlated with job performance 
 
 Obviously there is no research pertaining to Grit@Work, therefore the research 
pertaining to grit and its relationship to job performance will be referenced.  Grit is a highly 
desirable trait within most work settings because it represents the ability to persevere and 
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maintain passion over long periods of time in the pursuit of goals.  Within a sales 
environment, where rejection and obstacles to closing the sale are a constant challenge, it 
would seem especially relevant.  Before grit had been formally defined, a study looking at 
the relationship of effort (grit would be the long term application of effort) to job 
performance showed a correlation r = .51 (p < .01) (Brown & Peterson, 1994, p. 75).  
Hypothesis 10: Grit@Work is positively correlated with job performance 
 
In summary, the theoretical model for the present study positions four 
psychological constructs as antecedents to PsyCap and Grit@Work.  These mediating 
variables are then positioned as predictive of job performance.  The ten hypotheses will be 
evaluated based on data from a minimum of 300 survey participants and by utilizing 
structural equation modeling for statistical testing. 
Literature Review Summary 
This literature review demonstrates how two of the Big Five personality traits, 
Conscientiousness and Extraversion, are correlated with job performance in a sales 
environment.  However, much variance in job performance has not been explained by 
these models.  Thus, the relatively new constructs of grit, Honesty-Humility, and PsyCap 
have been introduced, along with Grit@Work, in the hope of adding predictive power to 
that offered by Conscientiousness and Extraversion.  The literature provides strong 
indications that these additional constructs will add incremental predictive value above 
what has been achieved in the past. 
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CHAPTER III 
 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
 
The present study evaluates numerous complex theoretical constructs 
simultaneously in order to predict job performance in a sales environment, Grit@Work. 
Because of the need to establish and validate this new construct, a two-phase study was 
conducted.  The first phase (consisting of Ia and Ib) supported the evaluation of the 
theoretical model and the development of the Grit@Work construct.  Phase II will utilize 
the validated Grit@Work construct along with other existing constructs (HEXACO, grit, 
and PsyCap) to test the proposed theoretical model. 
Phase Ia: Grit@Work Scale Development and Model Testing 
Grit@Work Scale Development. 
Luthans et al. (2007, p. 544) have provided an excellent summary of the different 
types of personality constructs on a continuum from states to traits.  The four alternatives 
include positive states, state-like, trait-like, and positive traits.  The personality traits that 
we identify with the Big Five model or HEXACO are considered non-malleable parts of 
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our personality and fall into the trait-like category.  These traits tend to be expressed in 
all life situations.  Other attributes of our personality, such as PsyCap, can be increased or 
developed and are therefore considered state-like.  It has been theorized, as previously 
discussed, that grit can be developed through life experiences and that a person may 
choose the degree to which his or her capacity for grit is applied within a certain setting. 
For the present study, it was important to measure the application of grit within the work 
environment.  Thus, a contextually-focused Grit@Work scale was needed.   
Psychometric Analyses. 
The methodology for the scale development effort was based on Hinkin (1998) 
and DeVellis (2012).  First, the grit scale (Duckworth et al., 2007, p. 1090) contains 12 
items to measure the two subconstructs of consistency of interests and perseverance of 
effort.  In order to contextualize this to the workplace, three items similar to each of the 
12 grit items—but applicable to the work environment—were devised.  These 36 items 
were then utilized in the survey during Phase I.   
The 36 items were developed by modifying the original grit items in three ways, 
with the intent of capturing the quality and nature of the original grit question while 
contextualizing it to the work place. For example, the consistency of interest measure, 
which consists of 6 items in the original grit scale, became 18 items in the test items for 
Grit@Work (see Figure 3 below).  
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Figure 3: Grit Item vs. Grit@Work Items 
 
  
Original Grit Item Corresponding Contextualized Grit@Work Items 
I often set a goal 
but later choose to 
pursue a different 
one 
1) At work, I often set a goal but later choose to pursue a different one. 
2) I set goals at work but often change them. 
3) I have difficulty staying focused on my work goals. 
  These items simply insert the prepositional phrase “at work” at the beginning of 
the sentence or in the sentence or rephrase the questions slightly to include work as an 
adjective as in “I have difficulty staying focused on my work goals.” All 36 items for 
Grit@Work were developed in a similar manner.  These items were then presented to 
four fellow PhD students and two professors for face validity.  These individuals all have 
extensive work experience or experience with the development of various psychometric 
measures.  It was agreed that the 36 Grit@Work items had face validity. 
Second, the survey for Phase Ia included many other items as well; these are 
discussed later in the section on model testing.  The survey was conducted using 
Amazon’s cloud sources workplace, known as Mechanical-Turk (MTurk). Through this 
site I recruited U.S. workers with a minimum age of 18 to complete the 234-item 
instrument.  I received a total of 1,034 surveys, of which 868 were entirely completed and 
accepted for analysis. 
Third, once the data was obtained, I sought to reduce items for the Grit@Work 
scale under development during this phase of the research.  This process was completed 
using exploratory factor analysis with MPlus software and by analyzing inter-item 
correlations.  None of the inter-item correlations were less than 0.4 (Kim & Mueller, 
1978, p.).  Therefore, no items were eliminated due to low inter-item correlations.  
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Fourth, an exploratory factor analysis was completed with the initial loadings of the 
factors on Grit@Work consistency of interest and Grit@Work Persistence of Effort as 
shown in Figure 4. 
Figure 4: Factor Loadings prior to Item Reduction 
  
    Consistency of 
Interests Item 
Standardized 
Factor Loading 
 
Perseverance of 
Effort Item 
Standardized 
Factor Loading 
GWCOI1A 0.762 
 
GWPOE1A 0.689 
GWCOI2A 0.767 
 
GWPOE2A 0.534 
GWCOI3A 0.796 
 
GWPOE3A 0.799 
GWCOI4A 0.744 
 
GWPOE4A 0.78 
GWCOI5A 0.721 
 
GWPOE5A 0.511 
GWCOI6A 0.701 
 
GWPOE6A 0.669 
GWCOI1B 0.736 
 
GWPOE1B 0.703 
GWCOI2B 0.792 
 
GWPOE2B 0.552 
GWCOI3B 0.813 
 
GWPOE3B 0.818 
GWCOI4B 0.741 
 
GWPOE4B 0.781 
GWCOI5B 0.749 
 
GWPOE5B 0.631 
GWCOI6B 0.744 
 
GWPOE6B 0.663 
GWCOI1C 0.732 
 
GWPOE1C 0.716 
GWCOI2C 0.719 
 
GWPOE2C 0.611 
GWCOI3C 0.794 
 
GWPOE3C 0.755 
GWCOI4C 0.769 
 
GWPOE4C 0.782 
GWCOI5C 0.759 
 
GWPOE5C 0.546 
GWCOI6C 0.807 
 
GWPOE6C 0.677 
     Note that the item name GWCOI1A, for example, means Grit@Work consistency of 
interest Question 1 contextualized version A.  Each original Duckworth question had an 
A, B, and C version as a Grit@Work item. Figure 5 shows model fit statistics with all 
items included. 
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Figure 5: Model Fit Statistics for Grit@Work utilizing all 36 Items 
  Parameter/Test Value/Result 
X2 7893 (p <.05, dof = 593) 
CFI 0.72 
RMSEA .119 (90% CI .117 - .121) 
SRMR 0.094 
   
Item reduction proceeded by evaluating the loadings of the factor. While the 
analytics (factor loadings and modification indices) were the primary driver of item 
reduction, there was a desire to have at least one Grit@Work item representing each item 
within the original Duckworth grit construct.  The model was then rerun to produce 
model fit parameters.  The process was repeated until satisfactory model parameters were 
produced and a set of Grit@Work items were retained that parsimoniously represented 
the theory of the construct. Given that Phase Ia of the research was exploratory, the items 
for Grit@Work were not reduced as much as they would be if this was the only phase of 
the research.  It was decided to accept slightly lower loading factors in order to ensure at 
least one Grit@Work item per original grit item. 
The final resulting model contained 8 items for Grit@Work consistency of 
interest and 8 items for Grit@Work perseverance of effort.  These items with their factor 
loadings are shown below. 
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Figure 6: Grit@Work Items and Factor Loadings 
Item 
Standardized 
Factor Loading 
 
Item 
Standardized 
Factor Loading 
GWCOI2A 0.764 
 
GWPOE3A 0.841 
GWCOI1B 0.744 
 
GWPOE4A 0.823 
GWCOI2B 0.811 
 
GWPOE1B 0.682 
GWCOI3B 0.812 
 
GWPOE3B 0.869 
GWCOI4B 0.750 
 
GWPOE4B 0.813 
GWCOI1C 0.720 
 
GWPOE5B 0.555 
GWCOI5C 0.719 
 
GWPOE2C 0.535 
GWCOI6C 0.795 
 
GWPOE6C 0.585 
 
The resulting model fit statistics for the final model are as follows: 
Figure 7:  Model Fit Statistics for Grit@Work Final 16 Items (8 COI and 8 POE) 
  Parameter/Test Value/Result 
X2 775 (p <.05, dof = 103) 
CFI 0.92 
RMSEA .087 (90% CI .81 - .92) 
SRMR 0.065 
   
The Cronbach alpha for the 8 Grit@Work COI items was 0.9183, and the Cronbach alpha 
for the 8 Grit@Work POE items was .8830.  The Grit@Work construct will be evaluated 
again in Phase Ib and Phase II starting with the 16 items selected in Phase Ia research. 
Model Testing. 
Along with the 36 proposed Grit@Work items, the survey administered in Phase 
Ia included the following measurements: 
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HEXACO: a new scale to measure HEXACO, developed by Dr. Craig Wallace 
and Dr. Bryan Edwards, containing 141 items that measured Honesty-Humility, 
Emotionality, Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, and Openness to 
Experience. 
Grit: the grit scale developed by Duckworth et al. (2007, p. 1090). 
PsyCap: the 24-item Psychological Capital Questionnaire (PCQ) (Luthans, 
Youssef, & Avolio, 2006, p. 237). 
Job satisfaction: The Brief Index of Affective Job Satisfaction, which has four 
items, (Thompson & Phua, 2012, p. 301), since, for the purposes of the Phase Ia research, 
it was not possible to independently assess job performance.  
The data collected, in addition to supporting the scaled validation effort for 
Grit@Work, provided an opportunity to test the theorized model using Confirmatory 
Factor Analysis (CFA).  After I completed the Grit@Work validation, the selected items 
were retained in the database.  All constructs were scored by computing the average 
response across all items within a construct.  This generated a database with ten 
variables: Honesty-Humility, Emotionality, Extraversion, Agreeableness, 
Conscientiousness, Openness to Experience, grit, Grit@Work, PsyCap, and job 
satisfaction.  The variables of Emotionality, Agreeableness, and Openness to Experience 
were not utilized in the present study and were removed from the database.  The 
remaining seven variables were used in a Confirmatory Factor Analysis.  The 
standardized results and the model are shown below in Figure 8. 
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Figure 8: Phase Ia Theorized Model with Standardized Estimates 
 
The model fit parameters were good: χ2 = 38.02 (p < .05), CFI = .986, RMSEA 
= .087, SRMR = .019.  This analysis provided confidence in the underlying theory of the 
model.   
However, a potential issue was identified: Grit@Work (gritw) had a non-
significant estimated path coefficient with job satisfaction (jobsat) of –.003.  This could 
be due to a specification error where an assumption has been made in the model that is 
false.  Given the constraints of Phase Ia (the subjects were not salespeople and the 
measure of job satisfaction was substituted for job performance) a specification error is 
not surprising.  As explained in Kline (2011, p. 24), “specification error refers to the 
problem of omitted predictors that account for some unique proportion of total criterion 
variance but are not included in the analysis.”  It is reasonable to believe that all models 
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contain specification error (Kenny, 2009).  However, the manner in which specification 
error was introduced in the Phase Ia model was by substituting the endogenous variable 
job performance with job satisfaction.  In Brown and Peterson (1994, p. 77) they found 
that job satisfaction is only weakly correlated with job performance in a sales 
environment. In a meta-analysis of the job satisfaction – job performance relationship 
across 312 samples and many industries, the mean correlation was 0.30 (p = 0.30 
corrected for unreliability in the measures) (Judge, Thoresen, Bono, Patton, 2001, p. 
385). While job satisfaction provided some indication of job performance in our test 
model, our proposed model for Phase II is theoretically-informed, utilizes validated 
measures of job performance, and is less likely to demonstrate this specification error 
found in Phase Ia. 
Additional analysis revealed that Grit@Work (gritw) was correlated with job 
satisfaction (jobsat) and PsyCap (psycap).  These strong correlations, along with the 
identified specification error, made the Grit@Work (gritw) coefficient non-significant.  
Again, job satisfaction will not be utilized as a construct in Phase II.  It can be argued that 
PsyCap and job satisfaction should be highly correlated due to the similar positive 
psychological tendencies that both constructs measure.  Job performance, which will be 
determined in Phase II through both subjective (supervisor rating) and objective 
(financial) measures, is likely to have a different correlation profile with the two 
mediating variables of PsyCap and Grit@Work. See Figure 9 for the bivariate correlation 
matrix for all variables in the Phase Ia theoretical model. 
 
 57 
Figure 9: Bivariate Correlation Matrix 
          H X C GRIT PSYCAP GRITW JOBSAT 
H 1.000 
      X -0.089 1.000 
     C 0.225 0.366 1.000 
    GRIT 0.225 0.430 0.542 1.000 
   PSYCAP 0.142 0.710 0.570 0.550 1.000 
  GRITW 0.322 0.309 0.563 0.785 0.472 1.000 
 JOBSAT 0.148 0.529 0.439 0.377 0.653 0.306 1.000 
         
Note that the correlation between Grit@Work and Job Satisfaction is 0.306.  The 
correlation between PsyCap and Job Satisfaction is 0.653.  The correlation between 
PsyCap and Grit@Work is 0.472.  When variables are correlated, as PsyCap and 
Grit@Work are in this instance, it has been shown that the variance explained by the two 
variables may not be correctly partitioned (Darlington, 1968, p. 162).  As highlighted in a 
recent paper on relative importance analysis (Tonidandel & LeBreton, 2011, p. 1), two 
alternative approaches, dominance analysis (Budescu, 1993) and relative weight analysis 
(Fabbris, 1980; Johnson, 2000), have been developed to provide additional ways to 
partition the variance when there are correlated predictors. 
Also, based on the limited information available on the profile of participants in 
Phase Ia, it appears that few were salespeople.  This dimension will thus also change in 
Phase II.  Again, the primary purpose of Phase Ia was to develop the Grit@Work scale; 
the secondary purpose was to perform initial evaluation of the theoretical model.  The 
lack of a job performance measure and the difference in participant job profiles were 
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known limiting factors in this phase; nevertheless, valuable analysis was completed on 
the Grit@Work scale and positive indications for the theoretical model were obtained. 
I do not anticipate that the issue with Grit@Work and Job Satisfaction will occur 
in Phase II, when the model utilizes the theoretically appropriate job performance 
measure.  However if it does, the alternative methods suggested by Budeascu, Fabbris, 
and Johnson will be considered in order to determine the appropriate contribution that 
PsyCap and Grit@Work make to the variance prediction in job performance. 
Phase Ib: Revised Model Testing 
Given the findings of Phase Ia testing, another test was completed in order to 
assess the impact on the model when a Self-Report Role Based Performance Scale for the 
estimate of job performance was used. This replaced the measure of job satisfaction 
utilized in Phase Ia.  Phase Ib testing also provided an opportunity to complete another 
confirmatory factor analysis on the 16 Grit@Work items to further evaluate the new 
construct. 
Model Testing. 
The survey instrument utilized in Phase Ib replaced Phase Ia’s four job 
satisfaction questions with the 20 item self-report version of the Role Based Performance 
Scale (Welbourne, Johnson and Erez, 1998, 554).  The results of the test were promising.  
See Figure 10 for the resulting Phase Ib Theoretical Model with Standardized Estimates. 
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Figure 10: Phase Ib Theorized Model with Standardized Estimates 
 
The model fit parameters were good: χ2 = 24.58 (p < .05), CFI = .977, RMSEA = .120, 
SRMR = .026.  Also note that the relationship between Grit@Work and the Self-Report 
Role Based Performance Scale is non-zero and is significant (p < .05).  It appears that a 
better measure (although a self-report) of job performance solved the specification issues 
found in Phase Ia testing.  This second model test also provides an opportunity to look at 
the consistency of the relationships in the model from Phase Ia to Phase Ib.  A 
comparison of the standardized path estimates for each model are shown in Figure 11. 
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Figure 11: Comparison of Standardized Path Estimates Phase Ia vs. Phase Ib 
          Phase Ia   Phase Ib   
Hypothesis Path Estimate p value Estimate p value 
H1 Honesty-Humility > PsyCap 0.100 0 0.145 0 
H2 Conscientiousness > PsyCap 0.264 0 0.377 0 
H3 Extraversion > PsyCap 0.561 0 0.504 0 
H4 Grit > PsyCap 0.143 0 0.072 0.15 
H5 Honesty-Humility > Grit@Work 0.127 0 0.108 0 
H6 Conscientiousness > Grit@Work 0.184 0 0.328 0 
H7 Extraversion > Grit@Work -0.037 0.11 -0.005 0.88 
H8 Grit > Grit@Work 0.672 0 0.599 0 
H9 PsyCap > Job Performance* 0.654 0 0.642 0 
H10 Grit@Work > Job Performance* -0.003 0.93 0.138 0.01 
* Job Performance was measured by a Job Satisfaction Index in Phase Ia and by a self-report RBPS in Phase Ib 
 
Phase Ia and Phase Ib Model Comparison 
The two models generated similar path estimates for the 10 hypothesized 
relationships.  This indicates the strong possibility that our Phase II testing will produce 
significant results.  The relationship between grit and PsyCap was not significant in Phase 
Ib but was significant in Phase Ia.  The relationship between these two constructs has not 
been investigated or discussed anywhere in the extant literature (although theoretically it 
makes sense that one’s level of grit would lead to life experiences and mental tendencies 
that would reflect a higher level of PsyCap).  It will be interesting to see how Phase II 
estimates this relationship. 
In both Phase Ia and Phase Ib, the relationship between Extraversion and 
Grit@Work was not significant.  This is interesting since Eskreis-Winkler et al. (2014, p. 
36) did show a correlation between Extraversion and grit (the Duckworth measure and 
not the Grit@Work measure) in a sales environment of 0.25.  However, this relationship 
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was much weaker than the correlation between Conscientiousness and grit, 0.64, found in 
the same study.  
Other path estimates are similar between the two models except for the 
relationship between Grit@Work and job performance.  This is due to the change in the 
estimated measure of job performance from job satisfaction in Phase Ia to a Self-Report 
Role Based Performance Scale in Phase Ib.  This is a positive indication that the 
theoretical model will perform well in the Phase II testing utilizing salespeople actively 
engaged in a sales position and whose job performance is evaluated subjectively by a 
supervisor and objectively by financial information. 
Phase Ib: Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Grit@Work Scale 
The confirmatory factor analysis utilizing the 16 Grit@Work items selected in 
Phase Ia (and shown previously in Figure 6) were utilized in Phase Ib, providing an 
independent data sample for another analysis of the new Grit@Work construct.  The 
factor loadings for the items were similar to Phase Ia and are shown below in Figure 12. 
Figure 12: Grit@Work Standardized Factor Loading Phase Ia vs. Phase Ib 
  Phase Ia Phase Ib     Phase Ia Phase Ib 
Item 
Standardized 
Factor 
Loading 
Standardized 
Factor 
Loading 
 
Item 
Standardized 
Factor 
Loading 
Standardized 
Factor 
Loading 
GWCOI2A 0.764 0.782 
 
GWPOE3A 0.841 0.862 
GWCOI1B 0.744 0.803 
 
GWPOE4A 0.823 0.849 
GWCOI2B 0.811 0.776 
 
GWPOE1B 0.682 0.742 
GWCOI3B 0.812 0.826 
 
GWPOE3B 0.869 0.888 
GWCOI4B 0.750 0.817 
 
GWPOE4B 0.813 0.823 
GWCOI1C 0.720 0.797 
 
GWPOE5B 0.555 0.634 
GWCOI5C 0.719 0.704 
 
GWPOE2C 0.535 0.540 
GWCOI6C 0.795 0.843 
 
GWPOE6C 0.585 0.491 
Cronbach Alpha 0.9183 0.9313   Cronbach Alpha 0.8830 0.8925 
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Phase II: Test of Hypothesized Model 
In Phase II, the Grit@Work scale will be further evaluated and validated.  The 
theoretical model will be tested using structural equation modeling and the results will be 
interpreted. 
Sample and Data Collection Procedures 
A sample of a minimum of 300 sales people will be utilized for data collection.  A 
national software company that focuses on the insurance industry will provide 80 sales 
people from their staff to participate.  An additional 220 or more insurance broker 
salespeople who are clients of the participating insurance software company will also 
participate.  There will be two components to the gathering of data: survey completion by 
salespeople and financial review and performance information provided by managers or 
human resource personnel.  The survey will consist of all the theoretical constructs, as 
listed in the next section, and will be presented via an online survey form to the 
participants.  The survey is anticipated to have a total of 148 items.  A method that 
insures privacy of data, utilizing a software program that I have written that blind 
matches the records, will be utilized to match the results of the survey with the 
performance measures.   
Measures 
Each theoretical construct was measured using a survey item or financial data.  
Each construct and measure is summarized in Figure 13 below.   
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Figure 13: Phase II Measures 
 
Analysis Methodology 
The theoretical model attempts to explain in more detail the relationship between 
personality traits and job performance by introducing two mediating variables: PsyCap 
and Grit@Work.  While the four antecedents in the model, Conscientiousness, 
Extraversion, Honesty-Humility, and grit have been shown to correlate with performance, 
it is theorized that there is a more direct relationship between job performance and the 
mediating variables PsyCap and Grit@Work.  These two mediators, if our model is 
significant, will add to the overall variance predicted in job performance and help explain 
how the independent variables and job performance are related.   
Baron and Kenny (1986, p. 1176) state that there are several criteria for a variable 
to meet in order to be considered as a mediator.  I will explain these concepts using 
PsyCap as an example.  PsyCap functions as a mediator in our model if a) variations in 
PsyCap are explained by the variations in one or more of the independent variables.  If 
PsyCap is not significantly correlated with one of the independent variables, then it is not 
a mediator for that particular variable.  However, it may still significantly correlate with 
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one or more of the other independent variables. Next, b) variations in PsyCap should 
significantly explain variations in job performance.  Finally, c) the direct path between 
each independent variable, for example Extraversion, and the dependent variable (job 
performance) will be either zero or not significant.  This would imply that PsyCap is a 
strong mediator between Extraversion and job performance.  However, if the path 
between Extraversion and job performance is reduced, but is non-zero and significant, it 
means that PsyCap is functioning as a partial mediator.   
The first step in the analysis process is completion of the survey items and 
gathering of performance data for all participants.  Next, the constructs are scored for all 
seven measures and the data is checked for incomplete results.  Once a final database of 
data is prepared, it will be analyzed using MPLUS software.   
Summary 
 The present study offers a robust model that utilizes established personality traits 
along with newer measures of PsyCap, grit, and Grit@Work.  This model will be tested 
within a business-to-business sales environment with a large base of survey participants.  
There is a significant opportunity to add to the current extant literature pertaining to 
personality and the prediction of job performance in a sales environment. 
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CHAPTER IV 
 
 
 
 
 
RESULTS 
 
 
 
Data gathering was completed in March, 2016, and this chapter presents the results 
of the analysis of this data.  The present study posed ten hypotheses.  Confirmatory factor 
analysis and structural equation modeling were utilized to test and evaluate the 
measurement and structural models respectfully.   
Data 
318 salespeople participated in the research study.  257 surveys were determined to 
be complete and usable in the measurement model assessment.  Of these 257, 192 had a 
completed supervisor performance evaluation. 154 evaluations were usable and able to be 
matched with a salesperson using an automated algorithm based on email addresses.  The 
matched data was then visually inspected to verify that the names on both the salesperson 
and supervisor records matched.  If a supervisor evaluation did not exist for a given 
salesperson or vice-versa, the research participant was contacted in an effort to gain the 
missing data.  Study participant demographics are shown below in Figure 14. 
 
 66 
Figure 14: Study Participant Demographics 
 
 
                                                   
 67 
An evaluation of the measurement model using confirmatory factor analysis (Kline, 
2011), discussed in detail below, was completed for each of the constructs.  This resulted in 
the removal of some items during the analysis. After the evaluation of the measurement 
model and the determination of items to be utilized for each construct, the construct scores 
were computed.  This was completed by averaging the response for Honesty-Humility (14 
items), Emotionality (15 items), Extraversion (16 items), Agreeableness (14 items), 
Conscientiousness (16 items), Openness to Experience (15 items), grit (10 items), 
Grit@Work (15 items), and psychological capital (24 items).   
The performance evaluation provided by the supervisor was scored by averaging 
the 24-item Role-based Performance Scale to compute the RBPS score.  The two questions 
that evaluate the salesperson in relationship to their goals and to other salespeople within 
their organization were averaged to compute a Relative Performance Score (RPS).  The 
income (salary and compensation) value was not utilized for the present study because it 
was only received for approximately 60% of salespeople.  However, this data may be 
utilized in future research efforts.  
There is no precedent or literature that supports any particular weights for the two 
performance variables.  A discussion took place prior to analysis of the data with several 
compensation consultants and human resource professionals that yielded the following 
formula: performance = .5*RBPS + .5*RPS. During the analysis of the model and 
hypotheses, several variations of the performance metric—including the addition of salary 
information when available—were analyzed with no change in conclusions concerning the 
hypotheses. 
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In the next section, the psychometrics are shown for each construct.  The 
descriptive data for the constructs along with the zero-order correlations are shown below 
in Figure 15. 
Figure 15. Descriptives and Correlations among Variables 
 
Psychometrics: Evaluation of the Measurement Model 
Determination of Measurement Model Acceptable Criteria 
Before analyzing the measurement model, research was conducted into the much- 
debated topic of fit statistics.  The goal of this effort was to establish minimal acceptable 
levels of the various fit statistics in order to determine if each measurement model was 
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acceptable.  MPLUS software v 7.31 was utilized to produce both CFA for the 
measurement model and the significance testing for the ten hypotheses.  For the 
measurement model, the fit statistics Chi-Square (χ
2
 ), comparative fit index (CFI), 
standardized root mean square residual (SRMR), and root mean square error of 
approximation (RMSEA) were utilized. 
Chi-square is frequently used to assess whether the sample covariance matrix 
equals the population covariance matrix.  Ideally, the test statistic is greater than the p-
value (usually 0.05) and the null hypothesis is rejected. A significant Chi-square is 
interpreted as indicating the lack of a satisfactory model fit (Barrett, 2007, p. 816).  
However, there are many limitations to this test statistic.  For large sample sizes and in the 
presence of any type of deviation from normality, the statistic is often significant and thus 
indicates a lack of fit.  As a result of the challenges with the Chi-square statistic, several 
other statistics have been developed. 
The Comparative Fit Index (Bentler, 1990, p. 238) provides insight even when the 
sample size is small.  Values for CFI range from 0.0 to 1.0.  The statistic was initially 
considered acceptable when >= 0.90.  However, more recent research by Hu and Bentler 
(1999, p. 27) suggests that CFI >= 0.95 indicates good model fit. 
The root mean square residual (RMR) and standardized root mean square residual 
(SRMR) compare the sample covariance residuals to the hypothesized covariance model 
and take the square root of the difference.  Hu and Bentler (1999, p. 26) suggest that values 
< .08 are acceptable.   
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The root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) was developed by Stieger 
(1990, p. 177).   Often considered one of the more useful fit indices, it is instructional to 
look at the formula for this index: 
RMSEA = (χ
2
  -  df)^.5 / ([df * (N-1)]^.5) 
Where df = degrees of freedom and N = sample size. 
A review of MacCullum, Browne, and Sugawara (1996, p. 144), Hu and Bentler (1999, p. 
4), and other commentary suggests the following evaluation criteria for RMSEA: 
Close fit (RMSEA = 0.0 to 0.05) 
Fair fit (RMSEA = 0.05 to 0.08) 
Mediocre fit (RMSEA = .08 to 0.10) 
Poor fit (RMSEA > 0.10) 
 
The final assessment on each measurement model will utilize the RMSEA statistic and the 
nomenclature outlined above. 
  Honesty Humility. 
Honesty-Humility was measured with a 16-item scale.  Internal consistency was 
measured using Cronbach alpha (α = 0.70).  A confirmatory factor analysis analyzed the 
construct by loading each of the sub-trait items (sincerity, fairness, greed avoidance, 
modesty) onto their respective trait and then loading the four sub-traits onto the Honesty-
Humility construct.  The results yielded the following: 
χ
2 
100 = 228.58 (p = 0.0000), CFI=.763, RMSEA = .071, SRMR = .074 
This measurement model for Honesty-Humility is acceptable with fair fit.  The factor 
loadings indicated two items with very low loadings (see Table 16).  The factor structure 
was reduced by removing these two items.  Given that sixteen items were used to measure 
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Honesty-Humility, the remaining 14 items should be sufficient to measure the construct.  
The model fit after reduction showed an improvement: 
χ
2 
73 = 160.10 (p = 0.0000), CFI=.822, RMSEA = .068, SRMR = .070 
Figure 16. Honesty-Humility: Factor Structure and Cronbach Alpha Before and After 
Reduction 
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Emotionality. 
Emotionality was measured with a 16-item scale.  Internal consistency was 
measured using Cronbach alpha (α = 0.77).  A confirmatory factor analysis considered the 
construct by loading each of the sub-trait items (fearfulness, anxiety, dependence, 
sentimentality) onto their respective traits and then loading the four sub-traits onto the 
Emotionality construct (see Table 17). The results yielded the following: 
χ
2 
100 = 191.26 (p = 0.000), CFI=.873, RMSEA = .060, SRMR = .067 
The measurement model for Emotionality is acceptable with fair fit.  The analysis of the 
factor loadings indicated one item with a 0.235 loading.  After reviewing this item, which 
stated, “I do not need the support of the people I work with,” it was determined that in the 
context of a team environment where team work is critical, as found in the study 
population, this question was probably not perceived as intended.  The item was removed.  
The resulting model fit parameters remained acceptable and the Cronbach alpha increased 
to 0.78: 
χ
2 
86 = 170.20 (p = 0.000), CFI=.880, RMSEA = .062, SRMR = .067 
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Figure 17. Emotionality: Factor Structure and Cronbach Alpha Before and After 
Reduction 
 
Extraversion. 
Extraversion was measured with a 16-item scale.  Internal consistency was 
measured using Cronbach alpha (α = 0.86). A confirmatory factor analysis considered the 
construct by loading each of the sub-trait items (social self-esteem, social boldness, 
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sociability, liveliness) onto their respective sub-traits and then loading the four sub-traits 
onto the Extraversion construct (see Table 18). The results yielded the following: 
χ
2 
100 = 269.81 (p = 0.000), CFI=.884, RMSEA = .081, SRMR = .064 
The measurement model for Extraversion is acceptable with mediocre fit.  Factor loadings 
and Cronbach Alpha were acceptable.  A review of all survey items in the context of the 
study participants did not find any potential problems with item interpretation by the 
respondents.  However, one note of warning came from the MPLUS CFA that was 
performed.  The XE (Social Self-Esteem) sub-trait had a negative residual variance (non- 
standardized) of -.031 with the overall Extraversion construct.  This can occur when 100% 
of the variance in a measured variable is estimated.  Dillon, Kumar, and Mulani (1987, p. 
128) attribute such negative residual variance cases, when the confidence interval for the 
estimate covers zero, to sampling variation.  Given that the 95% confidence interval for this 
variance (0.001 to -0.062) contains zero, the model was determined to be acceptable.  The 
negative residual variance was eliminated by the removal of one item.  However, loading 
factors and model fit statistics were not significantly different, thus supporting the 
acceptance of the model as defined. 
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Figure 18. Extraversion: Factor Structure and Cronbach Alpha  
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Agreeableness. 
Agreeableness was measured with a 16-item scale.  Internal consistency was 
measured using Cronbach alpha (α = 0.80). A confirmatory factor analysis considered the 
construct by loading each of the sub-trait items (forgiveness, gentleness, flexibility, 
patience) onto their respective traits and then loading the four sub-traits onto the 
Agreeableness construct (see Table 19). The results yielded the following: 
χ
2 
100 = 181.04 (p = 0.000), CFI= .917, RMSEA = .056, SRMR = .058 
The measurement model for Agreeableness is acceptable with fair fit.  However, two items 
had very low factor loadings.  These items were reviewed in light of the study population, 
and it was determined that they could elicit responses not directly related to the intention of 
the item.  AFL7 stated, “At work, I believe that cooperation is better than competition.”  
For the salespeople surveyed, intense cooperation is required between them and their 
support team.  This team structure is particularly acute within the property casualty 
insurance brokerage industry.  However, between salespeople within the same industry and 
within the same firm, intense competition exists.  Therefore, depending on how the reader 
interpreted the question, the responses could be dramatically different.  This most likely led 
to the poor factor loading for this question and it was removed.  The other item, AF6, 
stated, “I work hard to reestablish relationships where trust has been broken.”  Again, 
context defines this item.  For insurance producers (salespeople), building trust in the long-
term sales cycle with potential clients is critical.  There is a business motivation to repair 
any damage that occurs in this relationship that goes beyond motivating factors that arise 
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from personality traits.  This item was removed.  The resulting model fit parameters with 
the retained 14 items remained acceptable: 
χ
2 
73 = 139.40 (p = 0.000), CFI= .929, RMSEA = .059, SRMR = .056 
Figure 19. Agreeableness: Factor Structure and Cronbach Alpha Before and After 
Reduction 
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Conscientiousness 
Conscientiousness was measured with a 16-item scale.  Internal consistency was 
measured using Cronbach alpha (α = 0.82). A confirmatory factor analysis considered the 
construct by loading each of the sub-trait items (organization, diligence, perfectionism, 
prudence) onto their respective traits and then loading the four sub-traits onto the 
Conscientiousness construct (see Table 20). The results yielded the following: 
χ
2 
100 = 212.95 (p = 0.000), CFI= .912, RMSEA = .066, SRMR = .069 
These results indicate fair fit.  A review of the factor loadings and all items used to assess 
conscientiousness was determined to be acceptable. 
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Figure 20. Conscientiousness: Factor Structure and Cronbach Alpha  
 
Openness to Experience. 
Openness to Experience was measured with a 16-item scale.  Internal consistency 
was measured using Cronbach alpha (α = 0.78).  A confirmatory factor analysis considered 
the construct by loading each of the sub-trait items (aesthetic appreciation, inquisitiveness, 
creativity, unconventionality) onto their respective traits and then loading the four sub-traits 
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onto the Openness to Experience construct.  See Table 21. The results yielded the 
following: 
χ
2 
100 = 245.98 (p = 0.000), CFI= .864, RMSEA = .075, SRMR = .072 
The measurement model for Openness to Experience is acceptable with fair fit.  However, 
a review of the factor loadings showed one factor with a loading estimate of 0.297.  This 
item, OA8, stated, “I prefer working in an environment that is visually appealing.” This 
item may not measure the aesthetic appreciation sub-trait in the same manner as the other 
three items in this sub group.  It reflects a work setting preference in a modern world in 
which the focus on workplace aesthetics is much greater than it was in the past.  The item 
was removed and the resulting model fit parameters remained acceptable: 
χ
2 
86 = 209.14 (p = 0.000), CFI= .881, RMSEA = .075, SRMR = .070 
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 Figure 21. Openness to Experience: Factor Structure and Cronbach Alpha  
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 Grit. 
Grit was measured with a 12-item scale:  six measured consistency of interest (COI) 
and six measured perseverance of effort (POE). Internal consistency was measured using 
Cronbach alpha for both consistency of interest (α = 0.73) and perseverance of effort (α = 
0.62).  Cronbach alpha for grit as a 12-item scale was α = 0.74. A confirmatory factor 
analysis was attempted with six items loading onto each of the two sub-traits and then 
loading the two sub-traits onto grit. This model would not converge.  Therefore, an analysis 
was conducted first on each of the sub-traits COI and POE.  The resulting model fit 
statistics were: 
COI χ
2 
9 = 20.02 (p = 0.018), CFI= .962, RMSEA = .069, SRMR = .040 
POE χ
2 
9 = 19.10 (p = 0.024), CFI= .942, RMSEA = .066, SRMR = .037 
The measurement models for the two sub-traits of grit are acceptable with fair fit.  
However, the two sub-traits would not converge onto the single theoretical construct of 
grit.  A review of the factor loadings within each sub-trait was conducted.  One item in 
each sub-trait had a substantially lower factor loading than the other items.  For COI, 
GCOI6 stated “I become interested in new pursuits every few months.”  The salespeople 
surveyed commonly use language related to new pursuits in order to describe new sales 
targets.  Becoming interested in new pursuits every few months is intended to be a reverse 
question in this survey where a strong response would indicate low consistency of interest.  
However, in the sales environment, the reader of the item could easily interpret this as a 
positive item that reflects their ongoing interest in pursuing new sales leads.  The item was 
removed.  For POE, the item GPOE2 states, “Setbacks don’t discourage me.”  This item 
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had a factor loading of .288.  The item was removed.  The resulting model fit parameters 
for COI and POE remained acceptable with COI improving to a close fit: 
COI χ
2 
5 = 7.85 (p = 0.165), CFI= .989, RMSEA = .047, SRMR = .026 
POE χ
2 
5 = 14.23 (p = 0.014), CFI= .942, RMSEA = .085, SRMR = .034 
A new confirmatory factor analysis of grit was completed using the five factor COI and 
POE models and loading COI and POE onto grit.  This model was successful and 
produced the following fit statistics: 
GRIT χ
2 
33 = 71.65 (p = 0.000), CFI= .915, RMSEA = .068, SRMR = .068 
This revised measurement model for grit is acceptable with fair fit. 
Table 22 summarizes the various parameters and analysis associated with the grit construct 
and the two sub-traits COI and POE. 
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Figure 22. Grit, Grit-COI, Grit-POE Analysis Results 
 
Overall, the grit construct presented an interesting challenge in this study.  As a result, 
additional analysis beyond what was required for assessment of the measurement model 
was completed.  A discussion of the resulting observations is provided in the next Chapter. 
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Grit@Work. 
Grit@Work was measured with a 16-item scale, and it presented the same 
challenge as grit. Eight items measured consistency of interest (COI) at Work and eight 
items measured perseverance of effort (POE) at Work. Internal consistency was measured 
using Cronbach alpha for both consistency of interest at Work (α = 0.86) and perseverance 
of effort at Work (α = 0.76).  Cronbach alpha for Grit@Work as a 16-item scale was α = 
0.83. A confirmatory factor analysis was attempted with eight items loading onto each of 
the two sub-traits and then loading the two sub-traits onto Grit@Work. This model would 
not converge.  Therefore, an analysis was conducted of each of the sub-traits COI@Work 
and POE@Work.  The resulting model fit statistics were: 
COI@Work χ
2 
20 = 52.93 (p = 0.000), CFI= .958, RMSEA = .080, SRMR = .040 
POE@Work χ
2 
20 = 120.92 (p = 0.000), CFI= .834, RMSEA = .140, SRMR = .060 
The measurement model for COI@Work is acceptable with mediocre fit.  The 
measurement model for POE@Work is a poor fit.  The factor loadings for COI@Work 
were reviewed and also were acceptable, however POE@Work did not show as strong fit 
statistics.  A review of the factor loadings for POE indicated one item with a very low 
loading of .206.  This item, GWPOE2C, was similar to the POE item within grit that had a 
low loading factor.  It stated, “I am not easily discouraged at work.”  A review of this item 
along with the similar grit item indicates that a significant number of people may have 
misread this question as “I am easily discouraged at work.”  Even though some indicated 
strong perseverance on other items, specific cases were found in which they reversed their 
typical response on this question to indicate an opposite tendency.  This item was removed.  
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All COI@Work items were retained.  The resulting model fit parameters for POE@Work 
remained a poor fit: 
POE@Work χ
2 
14 = 103.02 (p = 0.000), CFI=.849, RMSEA = .157, SRMR = .058 
Table 23 summarizes the various parameters and analysis associated with the GRIT@Work 
construct and the two sub-traits Grit@COI and Grit@POE. 
Figure 23. Grit@Work, COI@Work, POE@Work Analysis Results
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Psychological Capital. 
Psychological capital was measured with a 24-item scale.  Internal consistency was 
measured using Cronbach alpha (α = 0.86). A confirmatory factor analysis confirmed the 
construct by loading each of the sub-trait items (hope, efficacy, resiliency, optimism) onto 
their respective sub-traits and then loading the four sub-traits onto the psychological capital 
construct (see Table 24). The results yielded the following: 
χ
2 
248 = 546.42 (p = 0.000), CFI=.824, RMSEA = .068, SRMR = .069 
This measurement model for psychological capital is acceptable with fair fit.  Because of 
the key role that psychological capital plays in the present study, it was decided not to 
remove any of the items.  The survey instrument utilized the 24-item Psychological capital 
Questionnaire (PCQ) (Luthans, Youssef, & Avolio, 2006, p. 237).  This has been used 
extensively in other studies, and in order to contribute to the body of knowledge on 
psychological capital the survey instrument was not modified.  One factor, PCAP06 had a 
factor of .277.  PCAP06 was the last question in the 148 item survey and stated, “I 
approach this job as if ‘every cloud has a silver lining.’”  The abstract nature of this 
statement may be the reason for the lower loading factor.  The mental fatigue of the survey 
participants by the time they reached the 148th item may have also been a contributing 
factor. However, the item was retained for consistency with other research studies utilizing 
psychological capital. 
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Figure 24. Psychological Capital Analysis Results  
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Summary of Measurement Model Assessment 
Overall, the measurement model was found to be acceptable.  Minor item reduction 
was required for all items except Extraversion, Conscientiousness, and PsyCap.  The 
negative residual variance, which initially occurred with Extraversion, was determined not 
to be a factor. The poor performance of grit as a composite construct of perseverance of 
effort and consistency of interest is discussed in greater detail in the next chapter.  The 
measurement model functions sufficiently to support the structural assessment that follows. 
 
Structural Model: Hypothesis Testing 
Structural equation modeling was utilized to estimate the standardized path values 
and their significance for the proposed model. The model, shown previously in Figure 1, is 
shown below. 
 
 
Figure 25 shows the fit statistics for the proposed model.  
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Figure 25.  Fit Statistics for Proposed Model with and without Control Variables 
 
The model generates acceptable values of CFI and SRMR.  RMSEA indicates fair fit. 
Statistical tests for each of the proposed relationships in the model are shown below.  
Figure 26. Standardized Results for Model (no control variables) Fit Information 
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Figure 27 provides a view of the study model, with only significant relationships displayed.  
Figure 28 shows a model that includes the controlling variables: Emotionality, 
Agreeableness, and Openness to Experience.  Even though these constructs had been 
theorized to be non-significant, Openness to Experience was significant. 
Figure 27. Model with Significant Paths 
 
 
Note: When the composite dependent performance variable, P4, is changed to its individual 
components, P1, P2, P3, the results are as shown in the table below: 
 
Figure 27b. Alternative Performance Variables 
 
The composite performance variable P4 was selected prior to data analysis.  Table 27b, 
above, is provided to demonstrate how other performance variable options would have 
performed in the model. 
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  Figure 28. Model with Control Variables and Significant Paths 
 
Hypothesis 1: Honesty-Humility > PsyCap. 
The hypothesis that Honesty-Humility is positively correlated with psychological 
capital is rejected with p = 0.129 
Hypothesis 2: Extraversion > PsyCap. 
The hypothesis that Extraversion is positively correlated with psychological capital 
cannot be rejected with p = 0.000.  The significant standardized path estimate for the 
relationship between Extraversion and psychological capital is 0.518. 
Hypothesis 3: Conscientiousness > PsyCap. 
The hypothesis that Conscientiousness is positively correlated with psychological 
capital is rejected with p = .634. 
Hypothesis 4: Grit > PsyCap. 
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The hypothesis that Grit is positively correlated with psychological capital cannot 
be rejected with p = 0.000.  The significant standardized path estimate for the relationship 
between Grit and psychological capital is 0.354. 
Hypothesis 5: Honesty- Humility > Grit@Work. 
The hypothesis that Honesty-Humility is positively correlated with Grit@Work is 
rejected with p = .129. 
Hypothesis 6: Extraversion > Grit@Work. 
The hypothesis that Extraversion is positively correlated with Grit@Work is 
rejected with p = 0.095.   
Hypothesis 7: Conscientiousness > Grit@Work. 
The hypothesis that Conscientiousness is positively correlated with Grit@Work is 
rejected with p = .842. 
Hypothesis 8: Grit > Grit@Work. 
The hypothesis that grit is positively correlated with Grit@Work cannot be rejected 
with p = 0.000.  The significant standardized path estimate for the relationship between grit 
and Grit@Work is 0.819. 
Hypothesis 9: PsyCap > Job Performance. 
The hypothesis that psychological capital is positively correlated with job 
performance cannot be rejected with p = 0.000.  The significant standardized path estimate 
for the relationship between psychological capital and job performance is 0.296. 
Hypothesis 10: Grit@Work. 
The hypothesis that Grit@Work is positively correlated with job performance is 
rejected with p = .893. 
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Control Variables 
While no specific hypotheses were stated concerning the control variables, the 
model was specified with the variables that were considered important in predicting job 
performance.  The control variables were measured in order to verify that they did not 
explain any incremental variance in job performance. However, one control variable, 
Openness to Experience, was significantly correlated with job performance with a 
standardized path estimate of -0.281 with p = 0.001 
Mediation Tests. 
Inherent in the model design is the mediating role of psychological capital and 
Grit@Work between the four antecedents (Honesty-Humility, Extraversion, 
Conscientiousness, grit) and the dependent variable job performance.  Given that 
Grit@Work does not significantly predict job performance, the mediation test was 
irrelevant for this variable.  The results of mediation tests on psychological capital are 
shown and discussed below. 
Psychological Capital as a Mediating Variable 
In order to test the mediating role of psychological capital, the total, total indirect, 
specific indirect, and direct effects were computed.  The results are shown in Figure 29. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 95 
Figure 29. Total, Total Indirect, Specific Indirect, and Direct Effects Model as Proposed 
 
The results of the mediation tests indicate that the total impact of Extraversion on 
performance is completely mediated through psychological capital, because the total and 
total indirect impacts of Extraversion on performance are identical and both are 
significant with p = 0.002.  The total impact of grit on performance, while also fully 
mediated by psychological capital, however, is not significant with p = 0.152. 
Grit@Work, as previously noted, is not correlated with performance and does not 
play a mediated role in the model. 
Summary of Structural Model Assessment 
Overall, four of the ten hypotheses could not be rejected.  Psychological capital 
proved to be a significant predictor of performance, fully mediating the impact of 
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Extraversion on performance.  Grit correlated significantly with psychological capital but 
did not convincingly explain incremental variance in performance. 
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CHAPTER V 
 
 
 
 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The present study was designed to add knowledge to the specific topic of sales 
performance in the business-to-business sales environment while also contributing to the 
broader body of knowledge related to job performance.  The study is unique in its focus 
on highly-paid, very experienced salespeople with a mean salary of $137,358 and 
incomes as high as $600,000.  By going beyond the classic big five personality traits 
(Norman, 1963; Tupes & Christal, 1961) and including grit (Duckworth, Peterson, 
Mathews, & Kelly, 2007, p. 1087), psychological capital (Luthans, Avolio, Avey, & 
Norman, 2007, p. 542), and Honesty-Humility (Ashton et al., 2004), ten hypotheses were 
investigated in the hope of explaining more variance in sales performance than past 
studies that relied on only the five core personality traits (Conscientiousness, 
Agreeableness, Emotionality, Extraversion, and Openness to Experience). 
The results of the study provide several fascinating items for discussion, which are 
discussed in detail below.  Acknowledgment is also given to the limitations of the present 
study. Suggestions are made for future research to address both the limitations and to 
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further investigate the findings. 
The Proven Value of Extraversion 
The dominance of Extraversion in a sales environment has been noted in the past 
(Vinchur et al., 1998, p. 591).  This study confirms that in a business-to-business sales 
environment involving large dollar transactions and highly paid salespeople, Extraversion 
has a significant impact on sales performance but is fully mediated by psychological 
capital (p = 0.00).  Grit also significantly correlates with psychological capital, but the 
total effect of grit on sales performance is not significant (p = 0.15).  The significance of 
Extraversion is not a surprise.  But it is surprising, and worthy of additional investigation 
and discussion, that Conscientiousness is not significant.  This is due to the presence of 
grit in the model. 
Grit vs. Conscientiousness 
Grit consists of two main sub-traits, perseverance of effort (POE) and consistency 
of interests (COI).  In the defining paper (Duckworth et al., 2007), these two sub-traits 
are analyzed with a Cronbach alpha (α = 0.78) for POE and (α = 0.84) for COI and a total 
Cronbach alpha (α = 0.85).  This compares to the present study values of α = 0.65, α = 
0.74, and α = 0.74 respectfully. Factor loadings in the present study were similar to those 
in the original grit paper with the exception of the removal of two items. 
One topic not discussed in Duckworth’s grit study is the factor loadings of the two 
sub-traits of COI and POE onto the grit construct.  In the present study, these two sub-
traits did not effectively define one theoretical construct from a mathematical perspective.  
There simply was not enough correlation between the COI and POE to consider them part 
of one construct.  Only after removing one item from each sub-trait (GCOI6 and GPOE2, 
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as discussed previously) would the two sub-traits load onto the single construct of grit.  
However, the factor loadings were rather low at 0.459 (COI) and 0.730 (POE). 
In the model used for the present study, the presence of grit, which correlates with 
Conscientiousness (r = 0.546), overwhelms the contribution that Conscientiousness might 
make and leaves Conscientiousness as a non-significant variable.  However, the removal 
of grit and Grit@Work from the model results in Conscientiousness becoming significant 
and explaining almost as much variance in psychological capital as grit does when it is 
present in the model.  The R2 of psychological capital in the proposed model is 0.49 and 
the R2 of job performance is .09.  If you simply remove grit and Grit@Work from the 
model, Conscientiousness becomes significant and the R2 of psychological capital is 0.41 
and the R2 of job performance is 0.09.  So, grit explains a little more variance in 
psychological capital than Conscientiousness does, but is grit simply a slightly broader 
measure of Conscientiousness?  A recent review of Conscientiousness (Roberts, Lejuez, 
Krueger, Richards & Hill, 2014, p. 7) suggests, “clearly there are both theoretical and 
empirical grounds for considering grit as at least a subcomponent of conscientiousness, if 
not a direct measure of the broader domain.” The present study supports this proposition 
and suggests that grit and Conscientiousness are nearly interchangeable, with grit 
providing a small incremental gain in explaining psychological capital.   
COI seems to be the weaker component of grit.  Like the present study, a study of 
Filipino college students (Datu, J. A. D., Valdez, J. P. M., & King, R. B., 2015) found 
that COI and POE would not load successfully onto grit.  The authors explain that this is 
due to cultural differences between western civilization values and a more collective 
community found among the Filipino students.  However, their findings were identical to 
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the present study involving competitive salespeople in a western civilization.  Datu et al., 
(2015) found that COI would not load onto the higher order construct of grit and that 
there was a negligible relationship between POE and COI.  Using the data from the 
present study and generating a simple regression model using POE and COI to predict 
performance, POE is a significant predictor (p = 0.01) and COI is not significant.  Simply 
using POE to predict performance generates an R2 of 0.05.   
In summary, the present study indicates that the grit construct functions in place 
of Conscientiousness and is only slightly more robust.  Grit does not function well as a 
higher-order construct because its sub-traits do not converge onto the higher order grit.   
The Failure of Honesty-Humility  
In the present study, the two hypotheses relating to Honesty-Humility (H1: 
HH>PsyCap and H5:HH>Grit@Work) were both non-significant.  There is a negative 
correlation between Honesty-Humility and PsyCap that is significant in the measurement 
model data but not significant in the data used to assess the structural model.  Grit and 
Extraversion explain variance in psychological capital but Honesty-Humility adds 
nothing to this in the structural model.  In a simple regression model where performance 
is the dependent variable and Honesty-Humility is the sole independent variable, there is 
no relationship.  There is no clear explanation for the lack of contribution from Honesty-
Humility, but it is possible that the very professional and regulated environment of the 
salespeople studied removed the potential impact of this personality trait.   
The Power of Psychological Capital 
Psychological capital proved to provide the most insight into the performance of 
the salespeople studied.  Without psychological capital as a mediator, there would be no 
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significant relationships in the model studied with given data.  Psychological capital as a 
higher order construct was the focus of Luthans et al. (2007) in which a rigorous set of 
tests were conducted on the ability of the higher order construct to improve variance 
explanation beyond the sum of the sub-traits.  The scales utilized for the sub-traits had 
been used and validated over the course of several years by a number of researchers.  The 
study confirmed the higher-order factor of PsyCap using confirmatory factor analysis, 
something that was not completed in the defining grit paper (Duckworth et al., 2007).  
The model fit for PsyCap from the Luthans et al. 2007 paper versus the present study is 
shown below as a point of interest. 
Figure 30: Comparison of Fit Statistics for the Psychological Capital Construct 
 
Psychological capital appears to be a robust, higher order construct that produced similar 
results ten years ago in the original work done by Luthans and today in the present study 
with a much different data sample.  Psychological capital in a high-level sales 
environment is an important topic worthy of further investigation. 
A Challenge to Psychological Capital 
As I considered why psychological capital is a significant predictor of job 
performance, I took a closer look at the twenty-four questions in the psychological capital 
questionnaire.  I also took all 148 questions from the present study’s salesperson 
questionnaire and performed a stepwise regression to predict the performance variable.  
Of the 148 questions, only four were significant predictors, and they predicted 
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performance with an adjusted R2 = 0.31.  Thus this regression model with only four 
predictors explains more variance in the performance than does the structural equation 
model utilized for the present study.  Two of the questions are related to Openness to 
Experience and have negative coefficients.  The other two questions pertain to 
psychological capital.  In this regression model, the strongest predictor of performance 
was the psychological capital question, “Right now I see myself as being pretty 
successful at work.”  Therefore, asking someone to evaluate their performance results in 
an excellent predictor of their current performance.  In my view, the fact that this one 
question is such a significant part of the usefulness of psychological capital diminishes 
the adaptability of psychological capital in situations where it is being used to project 
future performance in a different environment.  
The non-significance of Agreeableness and Emotional Control 
As anticipated, Agreeableness and Emotional Control do not correlate 
significantly with psychological capital or Grit@Work.  This confirms the meta-analysis 
by Vinchur et al., 1998.    
Why the Negative Impact of Openness to Experience? 
Griffin and Hesketh, 2004 (p. 243) investigated reasons why Openness to 
Experience is typically not a good predictor of job performance.  In fact, they highlight 
that Openness to Experience is the worst trait in the Big Five for predicting job 
performance.  So why would Openness to Experience have a significant impact on job 
performance in the present study?  First, Griffin and Hesketh suggest that Openness to 
Experience has two main foci, one they label “Openness to Internal Experience” and the 
other “Openness to External Experience.” Only two questions, of sixteen in the Openness 
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to Experience scale used in the present study, were significant negative predictors of 
performance.  The questions were: 
Q85 - My friends would describe me as being unconventional. 
Q105 - I enjoy spending time at art galleries. 
These two questions fall into the category of “openness to internal experience.”  Griffin 
and Hesketh propose that “perhaps people who are open to their internal states might 
have heightened awareness of negative feelings and, therefore, recognize or acknowledge 
degrees of anxiety.”  I propose that it is this increased sense of self-awareness and 
perhaps sensitivity to anxiety that predicts negative performance in a sales environment 
and is captured by these two Openness to Experience questions.   
Other Interesting Insights from the Data 
While reviewing additional research on psychological capital, I found that the 
paper “The Mediating Role of Psychological Capital in the Supportive Organizational 
Climate-Employee Performance Relationship” (Luthans, Norman, Avolio, Avey, 2008, p. 
224) offers insight into the role of positive emotion and cognition on performance.  The 
paper also introduces the possibility that other positive psychological constructs may be 
added to hope, efficacy, resiliency, and optimism in an effort to capture the positive 
organizational behavior that psychological capital is designed to represent.  Luthans 
actually recommends that “POB researchers study psychological states that could be 
validly measured, and that are malleable in terms of interventions in organizations to 
improve work performance” (Nelson and Cooper, 2007, p 3).  The positive psychological 
state captured by PsyCap is, theoretically, somehow translated into improved work 
performance.  Obviously, the ability to translate positive states into positive behaviors 
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that improve performance will vary by individual.  One possibility that emerges from the 
data gathered in the present study is the inclusion of a trait (or perhaps it is a malleable 
state) of perseverance as the measure of one’s ability to translate positive states into 
positive and continued efforts to improve performance.  Given the challenges of the grit 
measure in the present study, an expanded version of psychological capital was created. 
For discussion purposes, the POE component (perseverance) of grit was incorporated into 
a broader expanded psychological capital definition that will be referred to as Positive 
Perseverance.  This is defined as the combination of hope, efficacy, resiliency, optimism, 
and perseverance of effort.  This five sub-trait construct was analyzed using confirmatory 
factor analysis and inter-item correlation. The results are shown in Figure 31.  The model 
fit statistics for Positive Perseverance are: 
χ
2 
248 = 546.42 (p = 0.000), CFI= .824, RMSEA = .068, SRMR = .069 
As seen in Figure 31, the factor loading for POE (perseverance labeled PCAPP) is 0.745 
onto PsyCap.  The Cronbach Alpha for the entire construct improves from α = 0.86 to α = 
0.88.  From a mathematical and theoretical perspective, POE fits into the psychological 
capital or Positive Perseverance, as referred to here, construct. 
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Figure 31. Positive Perseverance Analysis Results 
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In an effort to further evaluate this Positive Perseverance concept as potential for future 
research, a model was evaluated that removed grit, Grit@Work, and psychological 
capital from the study model and utilized Positive Perseverance as a mediator between 
the antecedents Honesty-Humility, Extraversion, and Conscientiousness and the 
dependent variable of performance.  The resulting model fit statistics are: 
χ
2 
3 = 7.56 (p = 0.056), CFI= .956, RMSEA = .099, SRMR = .037 
Table 32. Standardized Path Estimates and Total/Total Indirect/ Effects for Future 
Research Model 
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The proposed future research model fits better theoretically with past research in that it 
shows the contribution of both Extraversion and Conscientiousness to performance.  In 
this model, the total effect of Conscientiousness, fully mediated by POSPER, is 
significant.  The new model eliminates the problem with grit as simply a broader measure 
of Conscientiousness and expands on psychological capital to add the action-oriented 
sub-trait of perseverance. 
Contributions of the Present Study 
 The present study makes several contributions to the body of knowledge related to 
HEXACO, grit, psychological capital and job performance in a sales environment. First, 
data and analyses support the significant contribution of Extraversion and psychological 
capital to the prediction of job performance in a high level business-to-business sales 
environment. Psychological capital was shown to be a significant mediator between 
Extraversion and job performance.  This highlights the need for effective interventions 
within sales organizations to raise psychological capital. 
Interestingly, Honesty-Humility was not a significant predictor of psychological 
capital or job performance in the group of salespeople studied.  While other industries 
analyzed in previous studies have shown incremental predictive benefit from Honesty-
Humility, the highly professional and regulated environment of business-to-business 
insurance sales did not show any benefit from Honesty-Humility.  
A work-contextualized version of grit, the Grit@Work scale, was developed 
during the pilot study and may be useful in future research studies. The Grit@Work 
construct was not shown to operate as a mediator between the HEXACO personality 
traits and job performance.  This may help future researchers determine the best way that 
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Grit@Work might be utilized in new research models.  
A challenge to the grit construct was presented that may help focus research 
interest on the issue of perseverance of effort and consistency of interest not loading onto 
the grit construct.  As a result, a new construct that adds grit’s perseverance of effort to 
psychological capital to create Positive Perseverance was suggested and tested.  This new 
construct addressed some of the issues identified in the present study, functioned as a 
significant mediator in a revised model, and allowed Conscientiousness to emerge, in line 
with the extant literature, to be a significant predictor of job performance.  
A challenge to one of the items that makes up the psychological capital scale was 
presented that showed the item, a performance self-rate question, is the most significant 
predictor of performance of the twenty-four items in the scale.  This may lead to future 
research to revise the scale in order to remove this item.   
Finally, unexpectedly, Openness to Experience was a predictor of job 
performance in the group of sales professionals studied.  The purpose of the present study 
is to identify a model that incorporates personality measures that will explain more 
variance in job performance than past models.  Openness to Experience is a robust 
predictor of job performance, in this high level sales environment, and this may point the 
way to improved models. 
Limitations of the Present Study 
There were several limitations to the present study. First, the study group 
consisted of a very specific niche in the business-to-business sales environment.  
Findings from the study may not extrapolate to other industries.  Second, while a large 
and diverse set of salespeople surveys were completed (257), a more limited number of 
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matching supervisor surveys were completed (154).  Ideally, a large number of fully 
completed, matching surveys would have been available.  Third, performance ratings are 
subjective and multiple supervisors across a variety of organizations provided the 
supervisor evaluations.  There could have been a lack of consistency in the method for 
evaluating the salespeople that introduced unexplained variance into the performance 
ratings. 
Future Research Opportunities 
As previously mentioned, grit needs to be studied at a deeper level to resolve the 
struggle found with the two sub-traits not converging onto the higher order grit construct.  
The present study’s findings would not argue in favor of grit but would instead maintain 
Conscientiousness and keep the POE portion of grit.  Grit is an excellent future research 
opportunity and should be challenged and tested to determine if it has value.   
Psychological capital has received significant attention for its ability to predict job 
performance.  However, I believe—and confirmed in the present study—that without the 
item that directly asks survey participants to rate their job performance, the value of 
psychological capital would be greatly diminished.  There is an opportunity to research 
and determine if a psychological capital questionnaire could be developed without the 
item of concern and still maintain satisfactory predictive powers. 
Conclusion 
As a 52-year-old PhD student and serial entrepreneur, I have a unique perspective 
on the present study.  When I was 26, I started my first business.  It was a software 
company, and I often worked 18-hour days, sometimes seven days a week.  I had two 
posters that hung on my office wall.  One said “Perseverance” and the other said “Your 
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Attitude Determines Your Altitude.” It’s ironic that 26 years later, after an incredible 
journey through a rigorous PhD program and after studying multiple personality traits in 
the context of some of the best salespeople in the country, I found that wisdom to be true. 
It really all comes down to having Positive Perseverance.   
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APPENDIX A 
 
Scales Utilized 
Survey Instrument – Employee Version 
HEXACO – Wallace and Edwards Version 2015 
Grit: Duckworth, Peterson, Mathews, & Kelly, 2007, p. 1090 
PsyCap: Luthans, Youssef, & Avolio, 2006, p. 237 
Grit@Work: Proposed in the present study 
 
Survey Instrument – Supervisor Version 
Job Performance A: Role Based Performance Scale: Welbourne, Johnson and Erez, 1998, 
p. 554 and Chen & Klimoski 2003, p. 597 
Job Performance B: Objective Financial Evaluation of Sales People proposed in the 
present study. 
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Survey Instrument – Employee Version 
This survey contains statements about you.  There is no right or wrong answer. We simply 
would like to know how much you agree or disagree with each statement. Select the 
appropriate response using the following scale: 
Strongly Agree 
Agree 
Neutral (neither agree nor disagree) 
Disagree 
Strongly Disagree 
 
I often set a goal but later choose to pursue a different one 
I have been obsessed with a certain idea or project for a short time but later lost interest. 
I have difficulty maintaining my focus on projects that take more than a few months to 
complete. 
New ideas and projects sometimes distract me from previous ones. 
My interests change from year to year. 
I become interested in new pursuits every few months. 
I finish whatever I begin. 
Setbacks don't discourage me. 
I am diligent. 
I am a hard worker. 
I have achieved a goal that took years of work. 
I have overcome setbacks to conquer an important challenge. 
At work, I have been obsessed with a certain idea or project for a short time but later lost 
interest. 
At work, I am diligent. 
At work, I am a hard worker. 
I set goals at work but often change them. 
I have focused on a project at work but later lost interest. 
On work projects lasting more than a few months, I tend to lose my focus 
I like to jump to new projects at work before completing current projects. 
I like to finish the work projects I begin. 
When it comes to getting my work done, I am a diligent worker. 
I work hard to get my work completed. 
I would work years to achieve a goal at work. 
I have difficulty staying focused on my work goals. 
My interest in certain work projects changes from year to year. 
New pursuits at work draw my attention away from current pursuits. 
I am not easily discouraged at work. 
I have conquered a significant challenge at work by overcoming obstacles. 
In business, you have to be flexible in your opinions or views. 
I enjoy being with other people. 
I work hard to re-establish relationships where trust has been broken 
It takes a lot to get me frightened.   
Other people describe me as someone who thinks carefully before acting. 
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I seek comfort from others when things go wrong. 
Other people tell me that I am a sincere person. 
It really takes a lot to make me angry. 
No matter what comes my way at work, I keep a positive outlook. 
It is important to be identified with only the best. 
I am deeply moved when I see or experience negative events at work 
I do not like speaking in front of large groups. 
Other people have told me that I am a sentimental person at work 
I do not put on a show at work just to impress people. 
Other people have told me that I appear confident in social settings. 
I am modest at work.  
I am flexible when work conditions change. 
Other people at work consider me to be comfortable in social situations. 
My colleagues would describe my work area as well organized. 
I focus on achieving my goals. 
I rarely get aggravated. 
I prefer a job that has a lot of social interaction. 
I can feel the pain of others when they are upset 
Other people would probably describe me as a cheerful person. 
In general, I often look for better methods to complete tasks. 
I find myself to be the optimist at work - trying to get my colleagues to cheer-up and be livlier. 
My vivid imagination allows me to create innovative solutions at work. 
At parties or other gatherings, I like to talk to as many people as possible. 
At work, I believe that cooperation is better than competition. 
I am usually the first one to speak in a group. 
My social status at work is important to me. 
People see the real me every day. 
I really feel great about myself in social situations. 
In general, If I can get away with it, I will take something from work. 
I exercise patience at work. 
I am just a simple person and do not expect special treatment. 
At work, it is critical to be a flexible colleague. 
In general, I am motivated to achieve as much as possible. 
I do not need the support of the people I work with. 
In social situations, I find people are drawn to me. 
I like for things to be in order. 
Other people have told me that I worry too much 
I prefer to work in a organized manner. 
I am generally a mild-mannered person when dealing with other people. 
I tend to dominate conversations in group meetings. 
It takes a lot to get me to lose my temper.  
Other people often say I am an 'artsy' type of person. 
Other people have said that I prefer the finer things in life. 
I feel like I am driven by a strong internal engine to get things done. 
I am unwilling to manipulate others at work, even if I could personally benefit.   
My friends would describe me as being unconventional. 
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When I encounter a problem, I look for a creative solution. 
After careful thought, I usually begin work tasks with a plan in mind. 
I make friends easily at work. 
I enjoy going to the theater for plays, musicals, and other forms of live theater. 
Rules are rules, I do not 'bend' rules to get what I want. 
I prefer working in an environment that is visually appealing. 
I am no different than anyone else at work. 
It is hard for me to stay angry at people 
My colleagues would describe me as a detail-oriented person. 
Others describe me as being naturally curious. 
Generally, I am an easy person to talk to. 
If someone has wronged me, I am willing to forgive and move forward 
Others tell me that I have a strong work ethic. 
I have been told that I do not always conform. 
I consider myself a nonconformist. 
People tell me that I sometimes 'freeze-up' during difficult situations 
When I get stressed at work, I think of the worst possible outcome.  
As long as I obtain a good outcome, I am not concerned with the process. 
I feel anxious when I wait on an important answer, decision, or result. 
I enjoy spending time at art galleries. 
I am quite good at controlling my impulses. 
I try to avoid being critical of other people. 
I am often fearful for my safety 
I anticipate the consequences of my actions. 
In general, most things in life are really exciting. 
In general, I avoid unfamiliar situations 
In general, I like to know how things work. 
On average, I should be treated with more respect than other people.  
Other people have told me the I tend to bend the rules. 
I avoid being critical of others, even when they make a lot of mistakes 
When working, I am very thorough and concerned with details. 
I focus on the bad things that can happen. 
I am deeply moved when others are upset. 
Other people tell me that I always notice the little things. 
Planning ahead is always a good thing compared to waiting till the last minute. 
Other people often tell me I am innovative. 
I am a very curious person. 
I find it useful to discuss problems with other people. 
I ask a lot of questions so I can understand better. 
It is not right to hold grudges  
My primary objective for working is to become wealthy.  
I repeatedly double-check my work to ensure it is accurate. 
My co-workers would describe me as a lenient and gentle person.  
I often have very different ideas than other people. 
Emotional support from others is very important to me.  
I feel confident analyzing a long-term problem to find a solution. 
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I feel confident in representing my work area in meetings with management. 
I feel confident contributing to discussions about the organization's strategy. 
I feel confident helping to set targets/goals in my work area. 
I feel confident contacting people outside the organization (e.g., suppliers, customers) to 
discuss problems. 
I feel confident presenting information to a group of colleagues. 
If I should find myself in a jam at work, I could think of many ways to get out of it. 
At the present time, I am energetically pursuing my work goals. 
There are lots of ways around any problem. 
Right now I see myself as being pretty successful at work. 
I can think of many ways to reach my current work goals. 
At this time, I am meeting the work goals that I have set for myself. 
When I have a setback at work, I have trouble recovering from it, moving on. 
I usually manage difficulties one way or another at work. 
I can be "on my own," so to speak, at work if I have to. 
I usually take stressful things at work in stride. 
I can get through difficult times at work because I've experienced difficulty before. 
I feel I can handle many things at a time at this job. 
When things are uncertain for me at work, I usually expect the best. 
If something can go wrong for me work-wise, it will. 
I always look on the bright side of things regarding my job. 
I'm optimistic about what will happen to me in the future as it pertains to work. 
In this job, things never work out the way I want them to. 
I approach this job as if "every cloud has a silver lining." 
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Survey Instrument – Supervisor Version (supervisor completes this for each employee that 
completed the employee survey) 
 
Please respond to each of the following statements using the following scale: 
5=Excellent 
4=Good 
3=Satisfactory 
2=Needs some improvement 
1=Needs much improvement 
 
JOB (Doing things specifically related to one's job description) 
Quantity of work output. 
Quality of work output. 
Accuracy of work. 
Customer service provided (internal or external). 
 
CAREER (obtaining the necessary skills to progress through one's organization) 
Obtaining personal career goals. 
Developing skills needed for his/her future career 
Making progress in his/her career 
Seeking out career opportunities 
 
INNOVATOR (creativity and innovation in one's job and the organization as a whole) 
Coming up with new ideas. 
Working to implement new ideas. 
Finding improved ways to do things. 
Creating better processes and routines. 
 
TEAM (working with coworkers and team members, toward success of the firm) 
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Working as part of a team or work group. 
Seeking information from others in his/her work group. 
Making sure his/her work group succeeds. 
Responding to the needs of others in his/her work group. 
ORGANIZATION (going above the call of duty in one's concern for the company) 
Doing things that helps others when it's not part of his/her job. 
Working for the overall good of the company. 
Doing things to promote the company. 
Helping so that the company is a good place to be. 
CUSTOMER SERVICE (working with clients or customers internal or external to the 
organization toward the success of the project.) 
Accurately anticipating customer’s needs. 
Establishing excellent rapport with customers. 
Interacting professionally with customers 
Providing high quality service to customers 
To what extent did this salesperson reach his\her financial goals during the most recently 
completed evaluation period? 
How would you rank the overall sales performance of this salesperson?  Think of five tiers 
where each tier represents 20% of the salespeople.  The list below is designed to help you 
visualize what we are asking.  Remember, this is a relative ranking of your salespeople. You 
should attempt to allocate your salespeople evenly among the five tiers.   
Enter the total annual compensation, including salary, bonuses, commissions and any other 
incentive pay.  Please provide the best estimate of the total compensation of this employee. 
For consistency, we suggest you use the number as reported on the employee's W-2 for 2014, 
Box 5, Medicare wages and tips. 
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